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ABSTRACT
ACTUAL AND DESIRED ATTRIBUTES OF SHARED DECISION MAKING 
AS VIEWED BY SCHOOL BOARD CHAIRPERSONS, CENTRAL 
OFFICE PERSONNEL, AND PRINCIPALS IN THE FIRST 
EDUCATIONAL DISTRICT OF TENNESSEE
by
Donald Allen Rogers
The purpose of this study was to identify actual and 
desired attributes of shared decision making by practicing 
school leaders in the First Educational District of 
Tennessee. This study examined the relationships between 
selected demographic variables, organizational decision­
making areas, and the responses of school board 
chairpersons, central office personnel, and principals.
The research design included five research questions 
along with six null hypotheses testing the relationship 
between actual and desired attributes of shared decision 
making for each of the three positions of school leader.
One hypothesis tested the demographic variables--gender, 
age, educational level, and years of professional 
educational experience--as related to the actual and desired 
attributes of shared decision making. The instrument used 
included 10 areaB of common organizational decisions related 
to the school setting. The Shared Education Decision Survey 
(SEDS) had 92 questions, with each having a two-part 
(actual-desired) response.
A statistically significant difference (p <. .05) for 
central office personnel was found in all 10 organizational 
decision-making areas testing actual compared to desired 
participation in shared decision making.
A statistically significant difference (p < .05) was 
found for principals in all 10 areas of organizational 
decision-making areas testing actual compared to desired 
participation in shared decision making.
The statistically significant difference (p < .05) for 
demographic variables by position and gender indicated eight 
areas of interest for principals and seven areas for central 
office personnel. The variable of age had significance 
(p < .05) in two areas for principals and three areas for 
central office personnel. The variable of educational level
iii
held significance (p .< .05) for the overall population in 
three areas but none for the individual positions. The 
demographic of experience at the level of significance 
(S £. <05) was found in the central office personnel in one 
area of organizational decision making.
The nonparameter tests of Kruskal-Wallis, Mann-Whitney, 
and Hilcoxon were used to test the hypotheses.
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CHAPTER 1 
Introduction
The problems in American education are similar in many 
ways to those that have £aced business in recent years. 
Business leaders have learned that, in order to take a 
leading position in the changing global marketplace, they 
must eliminate unnecessary layers of management, respond to 
customer demands, and adapt manufacturing processes to 
technological advances. Educators are being asked to 
con£ront these same challenges. Two key elements in 
business and educational philosophy are: people will
support and take pride in what they help to create, and 
people want and need to be involved in the decisions that 
affect them (Rundell, 1992).
School reform discourse in the United States during the 
last 20 years has been dominated by a conservative agenda 
that has advocated for, or implicitly assumed, "top-down1 
prototypes for change (Goodman, 1994). Top-down decision 
making causes many educators to feel powerless. Complying 
with these decisions leaves educators feeling as though they 
are at the mercy of outside influences. The efforts to 
impact schools' effectiveness have not generated the 
improvements expected and needed. Nationwide, the 
profession is responding by engaging in the most 
comprehensive analysis and overhaul of its basic operating
1
structure since the behavioral science revolution of the 
1950s and 1960s (National Commission of Excellence in 
Educational Administration, 1987). School leaders across 
the country are currently facing vociferous demands for 
change and improvement. As a result, policymakers are now 
dismantling reforms and returning decision making to local 
schools in the form of shared decision making.
Shared decision making is defined as a process of joint 
decision making by two or more parties. The amount of 
participation of any particular individual is the amount of 
perceived influence one has on the decision and plans agreed 
upon (Vroom & Yetton, 1973). In this decentralized form of 
organizational governance, decisions are made by those who 
know and care most about the quality of the education 
students receive--the principal, teachers, parents and 
citizens, and the students themselves (Marburger, 1985). 
Decision-making authority related to the following areas is 
being delegated: planning, policy, curriculum/instruction,
pupil personnel, staff personnel, school/community 
relations, parental involvement, staff development, budget 
decisions, and plant management decisions (Ferrara & Repa,
1993). School site councils, composed of school staff, 
parents, and community leaders, are being established as the 
decision-making body (Valesky, Forsythe, & Hall, 1992).
Shared decision making is also referred to as school- 
based decision making, school-based decisions, site-based
decision making, collaborative decision making, 
participatory decision making, and group decision making.
The term "shared decision making" will be used in this study 
and is defined as a decentralized form of organization in 
which decisions are made by those who know and care most 
about the quality of the education students receive--the 
school board chairpersons, the central office personnel, and 
the principals.
Educational change is also occurring in the state of 
Tennessee. The Tennessee State Department of Education has 
identified the implementation of shared decision making in 
Tennessee schools as a major goal (Valesky et al., 1992).
The formal introduction of shared decision making in 
Tennessee occurred in November, 1990, when the Tennessee 
State Board of Education and the Tennessee State Department 
of Education began an attempt to reform public education.
The Master Plan for Tennessee Schools: Preparing for_the 
Twenty-First Century {Tennessee State Board of Education, 
1990) called for the Tennessee state legislature to make 
shared decision making the mile rather than the exception in 
Tennessee schools by the year 1995. The funding part of the 
Master Plan is called the Better Education Program, which 
will target the goal of the implementation process, but 
exact specifics concerning the funding have not been made 
public. The strategies of school-based decision making are 
elaborated upon with the program. {See Appendix A.)
4Tennessee superintendents have hesitated to implement 
shared decision making because they believe that principals 
are not receptive to the process (Valesky, Smith, & 
Fitzgerald, 1990). The role of the principal has been 
perceived as a "middle manager" between central office and 
school staff. If shared decision making implementation were 
to take place, the result would be an increase by principals 
in assuming responsibility for school operation and, 
possibly, a decrease in the principals' control. Principals 
would be required to be more responsive to their advisory 
councils. In effect, the superintendent-school board 
relationship is recreated at the local level between 
principal and advisory council (Belli & VanLingen, 1993). 
Etheridge and Hall (1991) expressed concern relative to the 
effectiveness of shared decision making impacting 
communication among central office personnel, 
superintendents, board chairpersons, principals, teacherB, 
and parents to improve student learning. Members of the 
boards of education must be mindful they are representatives 
of all the people. School boards are finding it desirable 
to consult with principals, teachers, parents, and students 
in the planning of the future for the local educational 
system (Tennessee School Boards Association, 1988). School 
boards are legally required to set policies to impact the 
school environment. Recent research indicates that school 
boards' policy-setting authority will not be affected by
implementing shared decision making at the school site 
(Boschee, Uhl, & Bonaiuto, 1993). An effectively function­
ing school board requires team work and a spirit of shared 
responsibility from the school system governance team and 
the entire school community (American Association of School 
Administrators & National School Boards Association! 1984).
Central office personnel have traditionally made 
system-wide decisions that have direct and indirect 
influence on the school's environment. The direction of 
central office personnel will Bhift from the more 
traditional "being-a-resource1 orientation to that of 
"leading and managing resources" (Snyder & Giella, 1988). 
The superintendent plays a central role in the 
implementation of shared decision making. Districts with a 
history of successfully decentralizing authority are 
characterized by strong superintendents who use training, 
hiring and evaluation criteria, and incentives to develop 
strong site managers, in this case, principals (David,
1989).
In the past, principals have been viewed as teachers 
with limited knowledge of administration. Today the 
principal is viewed as an administrative manager with 
limited knowledge of the technology of teaching (Richardson, 
1988). Shared decision making requires a change in these 
perceived roles of principals. Shared decision making 
requires increased leadership in all areas from principals.
6who must function like a chief executive officer at the 
school level (Guthrie, 1986).
Leadership skills for school principals are very 
difficult to isolate. The National Commission on Excellence 
in Educational Administration (1987) stressed the 
distinction between leadership skills (including persuasion, 
setting goals, developing community consensus) and 
managerial or supervisory skills. Although the latter are 
necessary, the Commission believed that school leaders must 
consistently develop leadership skills at the school and 
district level if reforms such as shared decision making are 
to be successful. Ultimately, they must determine the 
degree to which school-level authority is shared and how it 
is shared. One of the eight major goals for the Tennessee 
State Board of Education for the 2lst century is 
implementation of school-based decision making in Tennessee 
public schools by the year 1995 (Tennessee State Board of 
Education, 1993).
Educational reformers view site councils as critical to 
the overall success of shared decision making. Shared 
decision making councils are usually created by the Board of 
Education in an attempt to decentralize operational 
responsibility. Councils cannot make board policy, but the 
councils can serve as the eyes and ears of the board and, 
thus, are uniquely able to interpret board policies based on 
their experiences because they have their own perspective of
the needs of the students in a particular school. The board 
and superintendent share not only operational 
responsibility, but also authority, information, 
accountability, and credit for jobs well done (Marburger, 
1985) .
Sometimes school-based management plans are ambiguous 
and are inconsistent with existing policies. As a result, 
it is difficult to determine what decision-making authority 
site participants have been given and how this authority 
differs from prior arrangements. The changing role of the 
school leader must keep this situation and many others under 
control to achieve any degree of success {Malen, Ogawa, & 
Kranz, 1990) .
An understanding of the actual and desired attributes 
of shared decision making by school leaders, which includes 
the central office personnel, the school board chairperson, 
and the principals, should contribute to the success of this 
endeavor to improve schools. The actual and desired 
attributes identified by school board chairpersons, central 
office personnel, and principals from their respective 
viewpoints should have implications for the implementation 
of shared decision making. An understanding of each group's 
perspective will hopefully result in a consensus of 
attitudes to ensure that shared decision making contributes 
to improved learning. This study will investigate school 
leaders' perceptions regarding the actual and desired
attributes of shared decision making in the First 
Educational District of Tennessee.
Statement pf the Problem
Research on certain aspects of shared decision making 
and its effects on the stakeholders is a contemporary issue, 
but research on the school board chairperson, central office 
personnel, and the principal regarding the actual practice 
and the desired attributes of shared decision making is 
lacking.
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to identify actual and 
desired attributes of shared decision making by practicing 
school leaders in the First Educational District of 
Tennessee. The review of the literature pertaining to 
shared decision making and the school leaders in the First 
Educational District of Tennessee failed to provide any 
significant information in this area. The Master Plan for 
Tennessee Schools {Tennessee State Board of Education, 1990) 
encouraged the implementation of shared decision making. 
There was a need to identify the actual and desired 
attributes that contribute to the process as perceived by 
the school leaders in the First Educational District of 
Tennessee.
Significance of the Problem 
Many significant proposals are being recommended as 
citizens and legislators seek to hold educators accountable 
for improvements in the educational process. While 
accountability standards are increasing, the means for 
achieving those standards are increasingly being relegated 
to the school site through the shared decision-making 
process. The Master Plan for Tennessee Schools (Tennessee 
State Board of Education, 1990) encouraged the 
implementation of shared decision making.
School leaders in Tennessee are being charged with the 
responsibility of implementing shared decision making, 
informed decisions should guide these efforts. This study 
should hopefully contribute to the making of informed 
decisions based on the perceptions of these leaders. The 
following areas which are encompassed by shared decision 
making were addressed in this study: planning, policy,
curriculum/instruction, pupil personnel, staff personnel, 
school/community relations, parental involvement, staff 
development, budget decisions, and plant management.
Research Questions 
The following research questions were posed in this 
Btudy.
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Question 1
What level of actual/desired participation in shared 
decision making has occurred in the following 10 
categories--planning, policy, curriculum/instruction, pupil 
personnel, staff personnel, school/community, parental 
involvement, staff development, budget, and plant 
management--according to school board chairpersons in the 
First Educational District of Tennessee?
Puegtitoii-2
What level of actual/desired participation in shared 
decision making has occurred in the following 10 
categories--planning, policy, curriculum/instruction, pupil 
personnel, staff personnel, school/community, parental 
involvement, staff development, budget, and plant 
management--according to central office personnel in the 
First Educational District of Tennessee?
Queetipn-3.
What level of actual/desired participation in shared 
decision making has occurred in the following 10 
categories--planning, policy, curriculum/instruction, pupil 
personnel, staff personnel, school/community, parental 
involvement, staff development, budget, and plant 
management--according to principals in the First Educational 
District of Tennessee?
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Question 4
What differences are there in the actual and desired 
levels of implementation of shared decision making by the 
school board chairpersons, central office personnel, and 
principals in the First Educational District of Tennessee?
Question 5
Is there any difference between job description, age, 
sex, and/or educational level of school leaders and their 
perception of successful implementation of shared decision 
making in the First Educational District of Tennessee?
Limitations 
The limitations of this study were:
1. The study was confined to the First Educational 
District of Tennessee.
2. The population consisted of 187 principals, 17 
school board chairpersons, and 82 identified central office 
personnel in the First Educational District of Tennessee.
3. The study included 10 county and 7 city school 
systems (the entire population).
4. The literature review was conducted at the Charles 
C. Sherrod Library, East Tennessee State University, and the 
John C. Hodges Library at University of Tennessee,
Knoxville. On-line as well as off-line searches in theI
areas of education and business were conducted.
Assumptions
1. There are specific demographic variables which can
be compared to the shared education decisions survey, making
the instrument appropriate for this study.
2. There should be aspects of shared decision making
within all schools in the First Educational District of 
Tennessee.
3. The willingness of the participants to give 
careful, thoughtful, and truthful responses will be a 
determining factor.
Procedures
1. The investigator contacted the Tennessee Department 
of Education and requested a 1993-1994 roster of school 
leaders in the First Educational District of Tennessee.
2. The investigator received permission to use the 
survey instrument named Shared Education Decisions Survey 
(SEDS) from Committee Chairman, Dr. Donn Gresso, after he 
wrote a letter of request to Dr. Donna Ferrara. Dr, Ferrara 
gave permission if it were for research on a dissertation 
for educational purposes and she received information via an 
ASCII format of raw data file.
3. The investigator sent a cover letter, the survey, 
demographic data sheet, and a self-addressed, stamped 
envelope to all school board chairpersons, central office 
personnel (system-wide personnel), and principals in the 
First Educational District of Tennessee.
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4. One week later, the investigator sent a follow-up 
letter reminding non-participants to return the school 
leader survey and demographic data sheet.
5. The investigator applied statistical procedures to 
the data.
6. The investigator reported and summarized the 
results.
Definition of Terms
Shared decision making is a decentralized form of 
organization, in which decisions are made by those who know 
and care most about the quality of education students 
receive--the principal, teachers, parents and citizens, and 
the students.themselves (Marburger, 1985, p. xi).
First Educational District of Tennessee is located in 
the northeastern area of the state and includes the county 
school systems of Carter, Cocke, Greene, Hamblen, Hancock, 
Hawkins, Johnson, Sullivan, Unicoi, and Washington. The 
District also includes the city school systems of Bristol, 
Elizabethton, Greeneville, Johnson City, Kingsport, Newport, 
and Rogersville (Tennessee State Department of Education,
1994).
School Principal is the person whose primary function 
is to exert educational leadership to improve the quality of 
life of each individual within the school. The principal 
must be viewed by the community, by the faculty, and by the
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students as being primarily accountable for achieving this 
function (Knezevich, 1984).
Chairperson of the School Board is the person elected 
by fellow school board members to serve as chairperson or 
board president. The chairperson's job is to see that the 
meeting is run by the rules of order and bylaws that the 
board establishes. The chairperson is entitled to vote on 
all issues {National School Board Association, 1987).
Central Office Personnel are the rofessionals within a 
school district responsible for system-wide duties and 
includes the superintendent, all assistant superintendents, 
instructional supervisors, elementary and secondary 
supervisors, and supervisors of federal projects. The 
supervisory population was determined from the listing of 
system-wide personnel in the 1993-94 Directory of Public 
Schools (Tennessee State Department of Education, 1994).
Empowerment is a deliberate effort to provide 
principals and teachers with the room, right, 
responsibility, and resources to make sensible decisions and 
informed professional judgments that reflect their 
circumstances (Sergiovanni, 1990).
Perception is a direct or intuitive cognition, a 
capacity for comprehension, insight {Webster, 1991).
Educational Leadership can be defined by the four most 
common elements, which are as follows:
1. Empowering self and others
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2. Transcending superficial understanding
3. Applying knowledge to practical problems
4. Making the future better than the present (Pajak, 
1993).
Stakeholder is a person entrusted with an interest or 
share in an undertaking (Webster, 1991).
Organization of the Study
This study was organized into five chapters. Chapter l 
contains an introduction to the study, the statement of the 
problem, the purpose of the study, the significance of the 
problem, the research questions, the limitations, the 
assumptions, procedures, the definitions of relevant terms, 
and the organization of the study.
Chapter 2 presents a review of related literature.
Chapter 3 describes the methodology by which the study 
was conducted.
Chapter 4 contains statistical treatment of the data.
Chapter 5 includes the summary, findings, conclusions, 
and recommendations of the study.
CHAPTER 2 
Review of Related Literature
Introduction
The review of related literature is divided into two 
parts. The first section deals with decision making, 
because a review of the historical perspective of decision 
making is a logical progression to shared decision making. 
This section addresses decision-making models and the 
domains of decision making as related to shared decision 
making.
The second section of this review of literature deals 
with shared decision making, theory, and practice. The 
foundations established by decision-making models are the 
current initiatives in the area of shared decision making in 
educational practice.
A summary closes the Review of Related Literature,
PgcisAon Making
While the issue of participation in decision making is 
ageless, its roots are traceable to early writers such as 
Machiavelli and St. Benedict (Vroom & Jago, 1988). Its 
resurgence as a continuing theme in the academic world is 
dated in the 1930s. The Hawthorne experiments of Western 
Electric (1929-1945) and the work of Kurt Lewin and his 
disciples in the 1940s are often cited as early examples of
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participation studies carried out in the workplace (Vroom & 
Jago, 1988).
Most of the early literature/ however, on decision 
making was grounded in theory rather than in empirical 
research and largely evolved from the bodies of theory on 
bureaucracy, authority, and leadership, the result of 
viewing the school as a formal organization and as a 
decision-making structure. Decision making was variously 
viewed as a cycle of events by which an organization makes 
and implements decisions, a conscious selection of choice 
among alternatives (Hoy & Miskel, 1991), requiring the 
assignment of priorities to the alternatives and acting on 
information (Vroom & Yetton, 1973).
A simple approach to decision making was Simon's (1960) 
view that decision making is comprised of three principal 
phases: finding occasions for making a decision
(intelligence activity); finding possible courses of action 
(design activity); and choosing a course of action (choice 
activity). These three stages approximated those first 
described by Dewey (1916) : What is the problem? What are
the alternatives? Which alternative is best? In Simon's 
(1960) schema, there were two polar types of decision: 
programmed, those which were repetitive, routine, and for 
which procedures existed; and nonprogrammed, those which 
were novel, unstructured, and complex. Programmed decisions 
were generally approached through habit and standard
xe
operating procedures, whereas nonprograiraned decisions have 
tended to elude understanding. As a result, according to 
Simon, little theory existed to explain the phenomena 
surrounding nonprogrammed decisions.
According to Hoy and Miskel {1991}, the theory on 
decision making could be divided into three main types; the 
classical model, the administrative model, and the 
incremental model. The classical model, regarded as an 
optimizing strategy, assumed that decisions should be 
completely rational and that all alternatives for the 
solution to a problem be identified and evaluated before the 
best alternative, the one maximizing goals and objectives, 
was selected and implemented.
The administrative model, or satisfying strategy, 
represented a more realistic approach to decision making, 
based on the complexity of most organizational problems and 
the limited potential to utilize an optimizing strategy 
consistently. This model was first introduced by Simon to 
provide a model which accurately described the way 
administrators do and should make organizational decisions. 
This strategy acknowledged that complete rationality in 
decision making was virtually impossible and focused on the 
selection and implementation of satisfactory alternatives 
rather than optimal alternatives (Hoy & Miskel, 1991).
The third model, the incremental model, or strategy of 
successive limited comparisons, had as its underlying
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assumption that small incremental changes will not produce 
major unanticipated or undesirable consequences. This 
process did not require objectives or broad analysis of 
alternatives. Instead, a limited set of alternatives was 
considered by comparing consequences of each action until 
agreement was reached by decision makers. Good decisions 
were determined to be those in which decision makers could 
agree (Hoy & Miskel, 1991).
Other paradigms of decision making were derived from 
theory on leader behaviors. House's path-goal model, a 
contingency approach, identified four types of leader 
behaviors: the supportive, who considered needs of
subordinates and created a positive climate; the directive, 
who gave direction and guidance and asked subordinates to 
follow rules and regulations; the participative, who 
consulted with subordinates and evaluated their opinions and 
suggestions when making decisions; and the achievement- 
oriented, who set challenging goals and standards for 
excellence and sought performance improvements (Hanson,
1991).
Fiedler's contingency approach model stated a group's 
performance was contingent upon the leader's motivational 
system and the degree to which the leader controlled and 
influenced the situation. In the model, Fiedler considered 
three contingency variables--group atmosphere, task 
structure, and the leader's position power. He devised the
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least-preferred co-worker (LPC) scale to measure two 
different leadership styles: one, the task-oriented or
initiating structure, and the other, the relationship- 
oriented, or consideration structure. There were two 
recognized problems with this model. One, the LPC was 
unidimensional and did not take into account that leaders 
can influence both task and the group atmosphere 
simultaneously. Secondly, Fiedler believed that it was 
easier to change a situation than to change one's leadership 
style (Hanson, 1991),
Vroom and Yetton (1973) proposed a more complicated 
model of leadership which included a set of guidelines for 
determining when and to what extent leaders should involve 
educators in decision making. Two sets of rules guided the 
process. The first set included three rules designed to 
enhance the quality of decisions. The second set of four 
rules was designed to enhance acceptance of decisions by 
subordinates. The amount of time required to make the 
decision was also considered as an influence on the outcome 
of the decision. Methods of making decisions were ordered 
along a continuum from unilateral to shared. The seven 
decision rules were considered contingency factors. In this 
paradigm, the method of making a decision was based on yes 
and no responses to each rule. A flow chart guided the 
decision maker through the process until a method of
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decision making was arrived at based on condition o£ quality 
and acceptance surrounding the decision.
A fourth model was offered by Bridges (1967), who 
believed that educators should be involved in decisions 
which were relevant and in which they had expertise. The 
test for relevance was grounded in the extent to which 
subordinates had a personal stake in the decision. The test 
of expertise was grounded in the extent to which educators 
were qualified to make useful and meaningful contributions 
to the identification or the solution to the problem. This 
model was based on what Bridges termed zone of acceptance.
The Vroom and Yetton model, the Bridges model, and the 
House model were especially useful for school settings in 
that the leadership style used for one situation did not 
constrain the leader from UBing different methods or styles 
for other situations or decisions (Bridges, 1967; Hoy & 
Miskel, 1991; Vroom & Yetton, 1973). The Fiedler model 
assumed that the leadership style was relatively rigid and 
that the manager matched a situation to his or her leader­
ship style. The Vroom and Yetton model allowed that 
managers could choose from among a variety of leadership 
styles, ranging from highly autocratic to highly participa­
tive. Bridges' model focuBed on involving subordinates in 
decision making when the personal stakes were high and the 
subordinates had the information or knowledge to contribute 
to identifying or solving a problem. From House's point of
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view, managers focused on improving job satisfaction and 
performance of subordinates through the choice of four 
leadership styles. The manager's primary goal was to remove 
roadblocks that might stand in the way of success.
In a 3-year decision-making study of 232 elementary 
principals, Hemphill and others found through simulation 
exercises that there were two primary means by which the 
principals dealt with problems in the school setting (Hoy & 
Miskel, 1991). One group tended to stress preparation for 
action, and the other group put its emphasis on the actual 
work surrounding the problem solving. The more effective 
principals stressed the preparation phase. The researchers 
concluded that these findings supported the use of an 
administrative decision-making cycle.
One problem involved in implementing decision-making 
models in the school setting was that their process and 
structure could not merely be lifted from other types of 
organizations. It was noted that decision-making processes 
as they apply to educational organizations looked and 
operated differently under different conditions. Emphasis 
in decision-making models in school settings had been on 
situational characteristics; how each model helped to 
identify different aspects and applications of decision­
making processes (Bolman & Deal, 1984; Elmore, 1978; 
Peterson, 1976; Vroom & Yetton, 1973).
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Because of the broad continuum for decision making 
represented by the Vroom and Yetton model, the 
characteristic of being a contingency approach, and 
recognition of the systemic quality of school settings, this 
model was considered the most appropriate for this study.
Domains of. Decision Making
One structure for viewing decisional areas in the 
school setting has been in terms of "domains." A variety of 
studies in the last 30 years have investigated the 
multidimensional nature of decisions within the school 
setting, attempting to provide classifications into domains 
of decision making. Much of the empirical work has been 
based on Parsons (1958), who developed a general theory of 
organization in which he classified decisions into three 
systems: technical (teachers), managerial (building
principals), and institutional (the superintendent and 
central office staff). Technical decisions directly related 
to the productive operation of the organization. Managerial 
decisions related to such issues as acquisition, use, and 
disposition of resources. The institutional decisions 
related to organizational adaptation to the larger social 
system (Mohrman, Cooke, & Mohrman, 1978).
Anthony (1964) also identified three domains-- 
technical, managerial, and strategic. Anthony's three 
domains paralleled the theoretical work of Parsons. Katz 
and Kahn (1966) isolated a somewhat more detailed set of
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five subsystems! which they named production, maintenance, 
boundary, adaptive, and managerial. While the findings of 
the three early studies differed in certain respects, they 
all suggested that participation may be differentially 
appropriate depending on the organizational subsystem which 
represents the decisional situation (Mohrman et al., 1978).
Other early work identified two domains--technical and 
managerial (Best, 1975; Conway, 1976). Consistently 
throughout this body of research, the technical domain 
tended to include decisions related to curriculum, 
instruction, and pupil-related issues; and the managerial 
domain tended to include decisions related to budget, 
hiring, facilities, and work assignments.
Mohrman et al. (1978), utilizing the discrepancy model 
of Alutto and Belasco (1972) as well as their 12 decisional 
situations, measured actual and desired deprivation and 
identified two dominant domains, managerial and technical, 
as well as a weak third factor which they named 
"negotiation.1
Ho (1982) identified three domains: technical,
managerial, and professional. The professional domain 
contained 24 items which fell between the managerial and 
technical categories.
Stuckwisch (1986), in his study of 29 Virginia public 
high schools, found three domains--professional, 
instructional, and managerial— although, as contrasted with
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past studies, there was some reassignment of items to 
different domains.
In their study of 1,789 respondents from the National 
Education Association membership file, Bacharach, Bauer, and 
Shedd (1986) found that most educators felt that they should 
have considerably more opportunity for involvement in 
decision making. Hardly any respondents reported 
saturation, and some educators reported their present level 
of decision making as sufficient. Sixty-three percent (63%) 
wanted more participation in organizational policies such as 
staff hiring, standardized testing policies, budget 
development and expenditures, and alBO planning use of 
facilities. Concerning decisions related to educator- 
student interface, such as student rights, discipline codes, 
and grading policies, over 67% reported wanting more 
opportunity to participate. In the area of staff evaluation 
and staff development, 70% reported wanting more 
involvement. Over 55% of the educators reported wanting 
more involvement in work allocation decisions, such as 
school, grade-level, and subject-level assignments. In the 
area of teaching process, which included what and how to 
teach and texts available and used, approximately 50% of the 
respondents wanted more decisional involvement (Bacharach et 
al., 1986).
In their study of 1,531 educators, nationwide, 
Bacharach, Bamberger, Conley, and Bauer (1990) identified
four domains on 19 decisional areas. Their typology, 
however, differed from prior typologies. The research 
strategy was to hypothesize four domains based on a matrix 
of technical and managerial decisions which might be 
organizational or individual/personal in nature. They named 
the technical area operational and the managerial area 
strategic. Through use of factor analysis, they supported 
the typology of four domains of decision making: 
operational-organizational, operational-personal, strategic- 
organizational, and strategic-personal. While there were 
some differential results for elementary and secondary 
schools, in general, findings were consistent. The 
operational-organizational domain included such items as 
student rights and discipline; grading, reporting, and text 
policies; and evaluation performance. The operational- 
personal domain contained books available and used and what 
and how to teach. The strategic-organizational domain 
contained facilities, budget development, expenditure, and 
hiring items. The strategic-personal domain contained 
student removal and school, class, and student assignment.
In a recent study of the relationships between educator 
perceptions of their participation in decision making and 
their behavior, Musco (1992) identified three factors for 
extent of participation reported. The managerial factor 
described sharing in decisions related to administration and 
personnel. The programmatic factor described decisions
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relating to established goals and general policies o£ the 
school. The technical factor involved decisions related to 
instruction in the educators' own subject classes.
Research has underscored the need for rigorous 
methodology concerning the study of patterns of decision 
making. Bacharach et al. (1990) reported that continuing 
work was needed in the area of domains and that, 
additionally, the study of domains must contain a 
methodology which included deviation scores as a basis for 
further analysis, as well as a conceptual framework that 
viewed decision making as a multidimensional construct.
Shared Decision Making; Theory and Practice
The conceptual derivations for participation in 
decision making come from the same body as that of 
leadership theory. Based on his work on leadership, Bridges 
(1967) postulated that educator participation was more 
effective when the administrator involved teachers in making 
decisions clearly outside their zone of acceptance. That 
was, if there was a high personal stake for teachers 
(relevance) and teachers had the qualifications to make a 
contribution to identifying or solving a problem 
(expertise), administrators should involve teachers in the 
decision.
Vroom and Yetton's contingency model (1973) was also 
cited in the literature on participation in decision making 
as a paradigm. Vroom and Yetton stated the extent to which
educators participated in decisions should depend on the 
nature of the problem and the situation. The extent of 
participation occurred along a continuum with five 
alternative methods of decision making: the administrator
acted unilaterally, using already existing information 
without consultation; the administrator sought information 
without the subordinate knowing the reason and acted alone; 
the administrator consulted with relevant subordinates and 
acted, with the decision possibly but not necessarily 
reflecting input; the administrator consulted with a group 
or groups and acted, with the decision possibly but not 
necessarily reflecting input; and the administrator shared 
the situation and problem with a group and the group 
decided, with all sharing equally in the decision (Vroom & 
Yetton, 1973).
Swanson's model reduced the methods of involving others 
in decisions to three (Hoy & Miskel, 1991). One was a 
democratic-centralist arrangement, where the leader got 
input from subordinates and the leader made the decision.
The second was the parliamentarian arrangement, where all 
members including the subordinates and the leader had equal 
votes and the majority ruled. The third was the 
participant-determining arrangement, where consensus was 
required, with all having equal votes.
While it was not a perfect model, the Vroom and Yetton 
continuum best represented the way in which decisions tended
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to be actually made in the school setting. Additionally, 
decision making in the school setting tended to be more 
complex than characterized by Bridges and Swanson.
Because of the derivative nature of the theory on 
decision making, more recent researchers believed that no 
original strong theory could be offered for shared decision 
making in and of itself and that, in effect, shared decision 
making was less a theory and more a predication of a series 
of beliefs and/or assumptions; that schools should be the 
object arenas for educational improvement, change, and 
renewal; that the school should be in the site of 
professional inquiry and reflective practice; that decision 
making and renewal should focus on the individual school; 
that educators must be involved at school sites in the 
process of regeneration; and that advantage must be taken of 
the knowledge and skills of all at the school site (Sirotnik 
& Clark, 1988).
Rationales for shared decision making were also 
generally approached from the standpoint of assumptions:
(a) persons who participated in decisions which affected 
them would have a higher degree of commitment to the 
successful outcome of those decisions; (b) the higher level 
of commitment would result in better education; (c) 
educators who were in the classroom every day often had a 
clearer understanding of instructional needs than did other 
educators; and (d) this better understanding could be
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applied to raise productivity and thus the achievement level 
of the students {Kerr, 1991).
Other assumptions appearing in the literature included 
the following; (a) the degree to which a school was 
integrated into the power, status, and authority structure 
of a school system was an important determinant of the 
extent to which the school would positively respond to a 
centrally initiated innovative effort; {b) the strategies by 
which an innovation was introduced into a school building 
were sensitive to and varied according to the organizational 
context of the school; amd (c) the likelihood that a school 
would respond to a system-initiated innovation in a way that 
fostered the adaptation of the innovation to building 
concerns was likely to be increased if the faculty had prior 
experience with collective problem-solving and shared 
decision making {Joslin, 1982).
While a growing body of literature on shared decision 
making in the educational setting could be traced back to 
the 1950s, the bulk of the decision-making literature was 
relatively recent and spanned the decades of the 1970s and 
the 1980s. Recent reviews of the research results on 
participatory decision making were inconclusive with 
considerable variability (Locke & Schweiger, 1979; Schweiger 
& Leana, 1986; Yuhl, 1981; all cited in Vroom & Jago, 1988). 
The conclusion of Schweiger and Leana was that no single 
approach of leadership style could be used with all
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participants for all types of activities (Vroom & Jago,
1988, p. 13).
By the 1980s, not much ground had been gained in 
introducing participative models into the school setting.
The teacher was even being viewed as having lost much 
authority to make decisionB--to supervisors, to their own 
organizations, and to federal, state, and local mandates 
(Ravitch, 1984).
Faced in the 1990s with economic challenges in industry 
and declining productivity, achievement, and morale in the 
school setting, one of the strategies proposed for increased 
worker involvement is increased participation. Simplistic 
solutions, however, according to Vroom and Jago (1988) were 
not the answer. The answer lay in understanding the 
processes by which shared decision making worked and 
situations which affected those processes.
Despite consensus on the importance of shared decision 
making, attempts to define shared decision making and 
participative decision making had not resulted in consensus 
on what it was (Conley, 1991). According to Conley, work on 
participation had produced more a set of strategic choices 
than a definition. If one focused on the authority 
structure of schools and political perspectives, the 
definition would contain two dimensions: (a) who
participates, and (b) the types of decisions in which 
members participate (Conley, 1991), If the definition was
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viewed from the paradigms of Alutto and Belasco (1972) and 
Bridges (1967), a dichotomous choice evolved, that between 
joint decision making and delegation. Vroom and Yetton'a 
(1973) model allowed for a more detailed continuum of 
choice, from the administrator acting autonomously to the 
administrator delegating the decision to the educator or 
educators. Even this paradigm had inherent in it a power 
which rested in the administrator. Firestone and Corbett 
described participation as "formal opportunities for 
teachers to be present during the process of making 
decisions about school improvement" (Firestone & Corbett, 
1988, p. 332).
Another major problem surrounding the topic of shared 
decision making was not only providing a definition of it 
but extending the inquiry into determining what was meant by 
the practice itself. Educator participation in decision 
making still seemed reserved for the more traditional 
vehicles: departmental structures, faculty meeting, ad hoc
committees, and team-teaching assignments (Conley, Schmidle, 
& Shedd, 1988). Findings on the present state of the 
practice on shared decision making generally concluded that 
the practice had been less institutionalized than one might 
have been led to believe and that educators were 
dissatisfied with the degree of authority they possessed in 
the workplace. Sprott (1983) found in her 3-year study of 
one urban elementary school no changes after the
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establishment of a planning team comprised of the principal, 
teacher, and parents; while the planning team carried out 
all its tasks, she concluded that this gave only the 
illusion of school reform. She also found that the illusion 
of power caused educators to have ambivalent feelings about 
the project.
Proponents of shared decision making supported the 
concept that the key policy decisions must be made at the 
local level and that there must be increased decision making 
by the stakeholders at the school site, as well as 
opportunities to enhance ownership (Kirst, 1977). The 
underlying belief was that successful change initiatives 
required involvement by those who would be affected by the 
change (Mann, 1978; Vroom & Jago, 1988; Vroom & Yetton,
1973) and that decisions would be better if they were made 
after consulting those who would be affected by the 
decision. The organization of local councils which included 
administrators, teachers, parents, and community members 
came to be viewed as necessary for a representative blending 
of priorities and objectives to provide a common ground for 
school reform and school action (Plath & Perry, 1977) . The 
research on this belief was inconclusive; however, primary 
research and reviews of research related specifically to the 
relationship between participation and decision outcomes 
noted ambiguity or lack of support for some hypotheses 
(Giacquinta, 1973) and variability of results (Locke &
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Schweiger, 1979; Schweiger & Leana, 1986; Yuhl, 1981; all 
cited in Vroom & Jago, 1988). Some research findings tended 
to confirm that ratings of effectiveness and excellence were 
associated with participative systems and that stakeholders 
tended to be most satisfied in shared decision-making 
participative schools (Conley, 1991).
Certain conditions or preconditions must be present for 
a change effort such as shared decision making to be 
implemented and to succeed: a cooperative spirit must be
present in the system; constituents must be able to talk and 
work together; there must be a desire to improve; and there 
must be a genuine willingness to implement the plan (Plath & 
Perry, 1977). The power structure must be realigned so that 
increased professional autonomy can occur for the teacher 
(Guthrie & Craig, 1976).
Strategic questions must be answered before new forms 
of participation can be structured: In which decisions will
what professional become involved? Who will make what 
decisions in school-site management? What are the basic 
tasks of administrators and teachers in the context of 
decentralized decision making? What is the role of teacher 
unions in school-site management (Conley & Bacharach, 1990)? 
While success for school-site management depends on the 
specific relationships between the stakeholders, educational 
leaders were admonished that they lacked specifications for 
how this would occur (Conley & Bacharach, 1990). Even as
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educational leaders are led in the direction of putting 
decisions which directly affect them in the hands of 
teachers, educational leaders have no definitive research 
indicating the decisions that they perceive are important to 
teachers.
One recent statewide study focused on addressing both 
the general change process as well as the specific process 
of shared decision making. Recommendations included the 
Inclusion of process and content factors which create an 
environment that enhances change initiatives. These 
recommendations included identifying and demonstrating data 
showing a need for change, increasing awareness of the need 
to change through research, using staff surveys to determine 
readiness of individuals, providing educators practice in 
team-building skills, and sharing decisions. Findings imply 
changes in decision-making procedures must be accompanied by 
a dramatic change in the system's traditional administrative 
role and policy-making procedures. Shared decision making 
is a characteristic of the decentralization movement.
Highly centralized structures simply do not engender the 
desired improvements educationally. Understanding the basic 
concept of shared decision making and understanding the 
impact of shared decision making by the stakeholders will 
enhance the chances of its success and will affect decisions 
made by those involved. One of the major impacts of shared 
decision making is that the roles of all participants are
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affected, to a degree. The school board's role does not 
change as much as other participants; however, its support 
is essential (Haywood, 1992).
The most serious threat to the issue of moving 
decisions to site bases and collaboratively into the hands 
of the stakeholders is that this decentralizing of decision 
making will be viewed as an end in itself, rather than as a 
piece of an overall strategy to raise student success 
(O'Neil, 1990).
One approach in the study of patterns of shared 
decision making has been to investigate decision situations 
(Alutto & Belasco, 1972; Bacharach et al., 1986; Bacharach 
et al., 1990; Best, 1975; Mohrman et al., 1978). Some of 
the models have been non-evaluative (studying what was 
occurring or what was desired), and a few have been 
evaluative (investigating within the same study both 
occurrence and deBire and generating discrepancy measures) 
(Alutto & Balasco, 1972; Bacharach et al., 1986; Bacharach 
et al., 1990; Conley et al., 1988; Mohrman et al., 1978). 
Even those few studies which have been evaluative do not 
always report actual, desired, and difference results. 
Instead, they utilize the difference, or deviation scores, 
for other analyses and report only these deviation results. 
Still, the fact that educators tended to report deprivation 
more than any other condition leads one to conclude more 
participation was desired.
Alutto and Belasco's (1972) work measured actual and 
preferred involvement in organizational decision making.
They constructed a list of 12 decisional areas, including 
hiring faculty members, selecting instructional texts, 
resolving student problems, determining instructional 
methods and techniques, establishing instructional policies, 
establishing classroom disciplinary policies, planning 
school budgets, determining faculty assignments, resolving 
faculty grievances, planning buildings and facilities, 
resolving problems with community groups, and determining 
faculty salaries. Respondents gave yes and no responses to 
whether they had actual involvement and whether they wanted 
actual involvement. The yes and no responses were summed to 
yield indices of decisional deprivation (actual involvement 
less than preferred), decisional equilibrium (actual 
involvement equal to preferred), and decisional saturation 
(actual involvement greater than preferred). Alutto and 
Belasco (1972) found that, overall, teachers tended to be 
decisionally deprived and that individuals experiencing high 
levels of deprivation possessed different characteristics 
than those reporting decisional equilibrium or saturation.
No evidence was found that increased participation led to 
increased organizational commitment. Alutto and Belasco 
also cautioned about the consequences of increased 
participation when conditions of equilibrium and saturation
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existed, noting that increasing influence under these 
conditions might prove dysfunctional.
Conway (1976) replaced the Alutto and Belasco scale 
with a Likert-type scale to measure degrees of decisional 
participation by educators, Conway's results supported the 
research of Alutto and Belasco (1972), Conway concluded 
that decisional deprivation was even more widespread than 
suggested by Alutto and Belasco. Conway also found that 
educators in a state of decisional equilibrium have greater 
job satisfaction than those in conditions of decisional 
deprivation or saturation (Conway, 1976).
Mohrman et al. (1978), following the work of Conway 
(1976), also utilized a Likert-type scale. They adopted the 
12 decision areas of Alutto and Belasco (1972) as indices of 
decision making. The sample included 460 elementary and 
secondary regular classroom and special area educators in 
all 22 schools in an urban Midwest school district. While 
the primary purpose of this research was to investigate 
domains of decision making and to demonstrate that 
distinguishing between and among decisional domains had 
utility in terms of increasing the explanatory power of 
measures of participation, Mohrman et al. (1978) also found 
that teachers reported that they both have and should have 
more participation in technical areas than in managerial 
areas. What Mohrman et al. (1978) did not stress in the 
reporting of their results was that, while educators
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reported actually having more involvement in technical areas 
and desiring more involvement in technical areas than in 
managerial areas, the difference in the factor means between 
ideal and actual participation was actually greater for the 
managerial factor (1.66) than the technical factor (.91). 
This implication was never discussed. Nothing was done with 
a weak third factor (negotiation) they uncovered since it 
contained only two items.
A few studies reported on in-place shared decision­
making models. As part of their restructuring efforts, the 
Dade County Public Schools in Florida and Montgomery County 
Schools in Maryland had been involved in site-based 
management and shared decision-making initiatives. In both 
cases, new governance structures were in place, with 
decisions being made at the lowest possible levels (David,
1989).
One of the questions facing educators who are becoming 
involved in shared decision making and its various modelB is 
by what means will the participants be involved in the 
actual decision-making process. Traditional stereotypes 
about roles and zoneB of authority continue to frustrate 
attempts to move beyond principal-centered site-based 
management. Recent articles cautioned against equating 
site-based management or school-based management with shared 
decision making when the only meaning of site- or school- 
based management was more of the same--principals making
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major decisions at the school site (Conley & Bacharach,
1990). According to Conley and Bacharach (1990), in order 
£or school-Bite management to succeed, it must be approached 
with the goal of creating a professional work environment 
for all involved. School-site management by itself was no 
guarantee of administrative decentralization. Not much 
appeared to have changed Lortie's view (1969) that the 
teacher's primary sphere was the classroom and the 
principal's primarily the school-at-large.
While Alutto and Belasco in their 1972 study 
recommended that future research characterize the mode or 
mechanism of decision making, in order to move from a 
measure of rates of participation to qualitative 
descriptions of means of participation, two studies 
(Stuckwisch, 1986? Ferrara, 1992) were available for review 
in which decision making was characterized by mechanism of 
participation. Furthermore, Alutto and Belasco (1972) also 
recommended that "future research efforts might profitably 
focus on the relative impact of differing methods of 
participation in organization decision making, namely 
concentrating on type of participation in conjunction with 
overall rates of participation" (p. 124).
Stuckwisch (1986) reported that formal small groups 
were the most common means of involvement in decision 
making. Stuckwisch also reported that, for high schools, 
informal mechanisms such as private information and private
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counsel were Important components in decision-making
schemes. Stuckwisch's study did not measure extent, and he
measured only actual participation. Ferrara (1992) studied
eight areas of decision making and measured actual and
desired participation in shared decision making. The eight
areas of decision making were planning, policy, curriculum/
instruction, pupil personnel, staff personnel, staff
development, school/community, and budget/management.
Looking at difference scores, we see that the area of 
greatest difference is cutting monies from budgets, 
with setting building-level goals showing a moderate 
difference and selecting instructional materials 
indicating the least difference. We contend that 
relative degree of difference is the most useful 
measure when choosing areas for sharing decisions and 
that investigating differences in the kinds of input is 
critical in determining how to expand teachers' 
involvement in decision making. (Ferrara & Repa, 1993, 
p. 71)
Summary
The study of shared decision making in the school 
setting is still in its infancy. Researchers have not yet 
accepted a universal definition of shared decision making. 
Few empirical studies on large samples exist. Few current 
studies exist. Additionally, researchers are still 
struggling with ways to conceptualize, measure, and describe 
the phenomenon. This study attempted to integrate some of
the recommendations of the available empirical research on
shared decision making and move the research forward.
Although still in its infancy, shared decision making
has roots traceable to the 1930s. The study of shared
decision making has been grounded in theory rather than 
empirical research. It has been viewed as a cycle of events 
by which an organization makes and implements decisions, a 
conscious selection of choice among alternatives, requiring 
assignment of priorities to alternatives and acting on 
information.
A universal definition of shared decision making has 
not been accepted by researchers. A variety of studies have 
investigated the multidimensional nature of decisions within 
the school setting, attempting to provide classifications 
into domains of decision making. Recent research has 
underscored the need for rigorous methodology concerning the 
study of the patterns of decision making. Most recent 
researchers indicated that no original strong theory can be 
offered for shared decision making, in and of itself, and 
that shared decision making is less a theory and more a 
predication of a series of beliefs and/or assumptions.
There is a need to understand processes by which shared 
decision making works and increased student learning occurs, 
as well as the situations which affect these processes. 
Problems arise when defining shared decision making because 
no consensus exists.
CHAPTER 3 
Methodology and Procedures
Introduction
School leaders in Tennessee's public school districts 
are being challenged to implement the concept o£ shared 
decision making. The goal of shared decision making as the 
rule rather than the exception, as requested by the 
Tennessee State Board of Education (1990) in the Master Plan 
for Tennessee Schools:_Preparing_for_the_Twentv-First 
Century, will be met with varying stages of implementation, 
An inquiry was conducted to discover if school leaders 
had definite opinions concerning what it would take for 
public schools in the First Educational District of 
Tennessee to have successful implementation of shared 
decision making. School leaders' base of knowledge and 
experiences indicated a wide range of skills and knowledge 
pertaining to shared decision making. Since those being 
investigated will probably be the implementators of shared 
decision making in the First Educational District of 
Tennessee, it was very worthwhile to learn their opinions 
prior to such implementation becoming fully funded in the 
state of Tennessee. Upon receipt of such information, 
further education could be a reference for the school 
leaders to gain empowerment necessary for shared decision
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making and the necessary preparation Cor its successful 
implementation.
Methodology
The objective of this study was to gather information 
pertaining to the actual and desired implementation 
practices of school leaders concerning shared decision 
making in the First Educational District of Tennessee. The 
research questions listed in Chapter 1 were used as the 
basis for this investigation.
A descriptive research study was conducted. This 
method was selected because it provided the opportunity for 
adequate data collection and the analyses required for the 
study. Descriptive research is concerned with conditions or 
relationships that exist, opinions that are held, processes 
that are going on, effects that are evident, or trends that 
are developing (Best 1975).
Population
The population of this study included school leaders, 
school board chairpersons, central office personnel, and 
principals in the First Educational District of Tennessee, 
according to the 1993-94 Directory of Public Schools 
(Tennessee State Department of Education, 1994). The 
kindergarten-through-grade-12 educational program in the 
First District is comprised of 7 city systems and 10 county 
systems, which include 126 elementary schools, 28 middle
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schools, and 33 high schools, administered by 187 separate 
school principals. There were 17 school board chairpersons 
and 82 identified central office personnel, for a population 
of 286 school leaders in the First Educational District of 
Tennessee,
The strategy of surveying the entire population was 
used to assure representativeness for the three categories 
of school leaders for the First Educational District of 
Tennessee. The data analyses and the resulting 
interpretation provided information that can be generalized 
to all elementary, middle, and secondary school principals, 
the school board chairpersons, and the central office 
personnel in the First Educational District of Tennessee.
Instrument Development
The review of literature and related research studies 
revealed a study concerning 10 organizational areas and 
shared decision making conducted by Donna Ferrara and Thomas 
Repa in New York State entitled "Measuring Shared Decision 
Making,1 found in the October, 1993, issue of Educational 
Leadership. After reviewing the results and requesting 
permission from Ferrara to use the instrument, the 
questionnaire developed by Ferrara, called Shared Education 
Decisions Survey, was selected as the instrument for this 
study to determine the success factors in shared decision 
making as viewed by school board chairpersons, central 
office personnel, and principals. Ferrara's instrument was
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chosen because it has been adequately tested for validity 
and reliability.
The instrument utilized contained two partB: the
Shared Education Decisions Survey and the supplementary 
independent variable (demographic) section.
Part one of the instrument, the Shared Education 
Decisions Survey (SEDS), collected data concerning the 
actual and desired perceptions in the 10 organizational 
areas that generally determine success factors in schools.
A 6-point Likert scale was used on each of the 92 issues 
ranging from a 1 that indicated never, to a 2 that indicated 
rarely, to a 3 that indicated sometimes, to a 4 that 
indicated often, to a 5 that indicated usually, to a 6 that 
indicated always.
Ferrara and Repa organized the statements concerning 92 
issues under 10 organizational areas; planning, policy, 
curriculum/instruction, pupil personnel, staff personnel, 
school/community relations, parentalal involvement, staff 
development, budget, and plant management.
Part two of the instrument was devoted to collecting 
supplementary independent variable data on the subjects: 
job position, sex, age, educational level attained and years 
of experience.
Instrument Validity and Reliability
Ferrara and Repa (1993) verified the content validity 
of the instrument based upon the pre-pilot, the pilot study,
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and Ferrara's dissertation, Teacher Perceptions of 
Participation in Shared Decision Making in New York State 
(Ferrara, 1992). According to Ferrara, all respondents 
stated that the directions were clear and that each issue 
was answerable for all participants involved in the study.
Ferrara and Repa determined reliability using 
Cronbach's Alpha for each of the 10 organizational areas. 
Table l reports the reliability for each organizational area 
of the Shared Education Decisions Survey (SEDS).
Data Collection Procedures 
The names and office addresses of all school board 
chairpersons, central office personnel, and principals in 
the First Educational District of Tennessee were obtained 
from the office of Dr. Ted Beach, Director of the First 
Educational District, State Department of Education.
The survey instrument and a stamped, self-addressed 
envelope were mailed to all school leaders in the First 
Educational District of Tennessee. All were asked to 
respond to the survey and promptly return it by using the 
envelope provided. A 2-week time frame was planned as a 
guide to encourage a speedy return.
A tracking code was generated for each participant by 
using the system and school number designated by the 
Tennessee State Department of Education. This number was 
written on a record-keeping form and the survey response
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Table 1
Reliability Results on the Shared Education Decisions Survey
Cronbach Alpha reliabilities (SEDS) 1993
Category
# Items/ 
category
Actual
scores
Desired
scores
Planning 12 .95 .94
Policy 11 .91 .94
Curriculum/instruction 10 .96 .97
Pupil personnel 7 .85 .92
Staff personnel 14 .93 .96
School/community 7 .86 .92
Parental involvement 5 .90 .91
Staff development 5 .95 .97
Budget 12 .94 .95
Plant management 9 .86 .91
form in an attempt to track the nonreturn of responses from 
participants.
As surveys were returned, names were checked off the 
record-keeping form. When participants failed to return the 
survey, a second copy was mailed, asking for their help in 
"" the completion of this study. The second survey was coded 
the same way.
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Data Analysis
The data collected from the surveys were analyzed, 
using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences-- 
Personal Computer (Norusis, 1990), to provide a summary 
description of the opinions of school leaders in the First 
Educational District of Tennessee concerning shared decision 
making. The frequencies, means, and percentages were used 
to indicate the average score and the variability of scores 
among the groups of elementary, middle, and secondary school 
leaders, the school chairpersons, and the central office 
personnel. A series of £-tests was used to analyze data for 
the first three hypotheses; analysis of variance was used 
for the last three hypotheses.
Inferential statistics were used to make inferences for 
the population based on the returns. Since the whole 
population was mailed a survey, the returns were classified 
as the sample of school leaders in the First Educational 
District of Tennessee. The null hypotheses were tested at 
the .05 level of significance. The instrument was divided 
into 10 organizational areas: planning, policy, curriculum/
instruction, pupil personnel, staff personnel, school/ 
community, parentalal involvement, staff development, 
budget, and plant management. Analysis of actual and 
desired responses among the positions and the 10 areas of 
decision making determined the significance of the
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hypotheses. All school board chairpersons, central office 
personnel, and principals were compared to each other.
A further division was completed to compare the actual 
and desired participation in relation to the respondents' 
gender, age, job description, experience, and education.
The comparisons were made using the Kruskal-Wallis test of 
analysis of variance, with the exception of gender, which 
used the two-variable Mann-Whitney test. All Kruskal-Wallis 
tests that displayed significance to the .05 level were 
further tested via the Mann-Whitney test to identify points 
of significance.
Tables were used to present the tabulation of data from 
the questionnaires, to answer the research questions, and to 
test the null hypotheses of the study. The following 
hypotheses stated in the null were tested for significance 
at the .05 level.
Hypothesis 1
There will be no significant difference between the 
desired and the actual participation among school board 
chairpersons in shared decision making in the following 10 
categories: planning, policy, curriculum/instruction, pupil
personnel, staff personnel, school/community, parental 
involvement, staff development, budget, and plant management 
in the First Educational District of Tennessee.
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Hypotheses 2
There will be no significant difference between the 
desired and the actual participation among central office 
personnel in shared decision making in the following 10 
categories: planning, policy, curriculum/instruction, pupil
personnel, staff personnel, school/community, parental 
involvement, staff development, budget, and plant management 
in the Pirst Educational District of Tennessee.
Hypothesis 3
There will be no significant difference between the 
desired and the actual participation among principals in 
shared decision making in the following 10 categories: 
planning, policy, curriculum/instruction, pupil personnel, 
staff personnel, school/community, parental involvement, 
staff development, budget, and plant management in the Pirst 
Educational District of Tennessee.
Hypothesis 4
There will be no significant differences between school 
board chairpersons, central office personnel, and principals 
concerning the actual implementation of Bhared decision 
making in the First Educational District of Tennessee.
Hypothesis 5
There will be no significant differences between school 
board chairpersons, central office personnel, and principals
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concerning the desired implementation of shared decision 
making in the First Educational District of Tennessee.
Hypothesis 6
There will be no significant differences between job 
description! age, sex, educational level, and experience of 
school leaders and their perception of implementation 
factors in shared decision making in the First Educational 
District of Tennessee.
CHAPTER 4
Presentation of Data and Analysis of Findings
Overview
This study investigated the actual and desired 
attributes of shared decision making as viewed by 
educational leaders in the First Educational District of 
Tennessee. The study had two purposes. One purpose was to 
determine what level of actual participation concerning 
shared decision making was being implemented by principals, 
central office personnel, and school board chairpersons. A 
second purpose was to determine the desired level of 
participation concerning shared decision making by the same 
personnel. The study was conducted by surveying the entire 
population of identified school leaders in the First 
Eductional District of Tennessee. The entire population 
consisted of 286 school leaders. The returns made up a 
sample of 222, for a 78% response rate. The population 
included 187 principals, 82 central office personnel, and 17 
school board chairpersons. Principals made up the largest 
amount of returns, consisting of 148 of 187 for a response 
rate of 79%. The central office personnel had the highest 
rate of return, 66 of 82 for a rate of 80%. The school 
board chairpersons returned the surveys at a rate of 47%, 
consisting of 8 respondents of 17 chairpersons mailed 
surveys.
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Chapter 4 is composed of the demographic 
characteristics of respondents, statistical analyses used in 
the study, and selected comments. The analyses included are 
presented in both narrative and tabular form.
A frequencies procedure was used to determine the mean 
and standard deviation of responses to survey statements 
among the three groups of school leaders. Frequencies were 
used to determine significance among the actual and desired 
categories for each of the three surveyed groups. 
Nonparametric Wilcoxon tests were used to test the 
significance of the actual and desired attributes of each 
category, one variable against the other. For more 
statistical evidence, the nonparametric Kruskal-Wallis test 
of several variables was used to determine significance in 
relation to actual and desired attributes by demographic 
data. When significance was determined, a nonparametric 
Wilcoxon test was administered to determine exactly which 
variable or variables were the cause of the significance.
The demographics for this study were defined as job 
position, gender, age, years of experience in education, and 
educational level attained. The data were obtained in 
January and February, 1994. The survey instrument was 
anonymous. The State Department of Education's 1993-94 
Directory_of Public Schools was used to obtain address 
information for mailing of the survey instrument.
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Population and Sample 
The population for this study contained a total of 286 
possible participants. According to the 1993-94 Directory 
of Public Schools (Tennessee State Department of Education, 
1994), 286 is the total population of principals, identified 
system-wide central office personnel, and school board 
chairpersons in the 17 school systems served in the First 
Educational District of Tennessee.
The population consisted of 187 principals, 82 
identified system-wide central office personnel, and 17 
school board chairpersons.
The entire population was surveyed and the respondents 
represent the sample. The respondents numbered 222 and the 
entire populations numbered 286. Specific job descriptions 
of respondents included 98 elementary principals, 27 middle 
school principals, 24 secondary principals, 11 
superintendents, 10 assistant superintendents, 8 supervisors 
of special education, 5 Chapter One supervisors, 8 school 
board chairpersons, and 31 other central office personnel 
holding a system-wide position. The number of individuals 
in the population and the number responding to the survey 
are presented in Table 2.
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Table 2
Population and Sample Returns bv Position
Position Population Sample
Response
rate
(%)
Principals 187 148 79
Elementary 126 98 78
Middle School 28 26 93
High School 33 24 73
Central Office 82 66 80
Superintendent 17 11 65
Assistant Superintendent 11 10 91
Supervisors 54 45 83
School Board Chairpersons 17 8 47
Total 286 222 78
Demographic Profile of Respondents 
Selected demographic characteristics (gender, age, 
educational level, and experience) were collected from the 
respondents. A brief discussion of these characteristics 
follows and the complete data are presented in Table 3.
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Table 3
A Demographic Profile_of Those Responding bo the Survey 
Includinq.Respondents* Gender. Age. Educational Background, 
and Years of Experience
Prin Cent Off SchBdCh Total 
Characteristic n *
Gender 
Female 
Male 
Total
Age
20-29 l 0.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.4
30-39 16 10.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 16 7.2
40-49 68 45.9 34 51.5 5 62.5 107 48.2
50-59 36 24.3 24 36.4 1 12.5 61 27.5
60-69 9 6.1 5 7.6 0 0.0 14 6.3
70 and over 0 0.0 2 3.0 2 25.0 4 1.8
Missing 18 12.2 1 1.5 0 0.0 19 8.6
Total 148 100.0 66 100.0 8 100.0 222 100.0
30 20.3
118 79.7
148 100.0
24 36.4
42 63.6
66 100.0
3 37.5
5 62.5
8 100.0
57 25.7
165 74.3
222 100.0
Educational level
BS 2 1.3 0 0.0 2 25.0 4 1.8
MA 53 35.8 16 24.2 1 12.5 70 31.5
MA+45 62 41.9 26 39.4 0 0.0 88 39.6
Ed.S 21 14.2 4 6.1 0 0.0 25 11.3
Ed.D 9 6,1 19 28.8 0 0.0 28 12.6
Other 1 0.7 1 1.5 4 50.0 6 2.7
Missing 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 12.5 1 0.5
Total 148 100.0 66 100.0 8 100.0 222 100.0
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Table 3 (continued)
Prin Cent Off SchBdCh Total 
Characteristic H %  fl * Q * fl %
Experience in years
Less than 5 4 2.7 0 0.0 3 37.5 7 3.2
6-10 3 2.0 1 1.5 1 12.5 5 2.3
11-15 17 11.5 3 4.6 0 0.0 20 9.0
16-20 32 21.6 8 12.1 2 25.0 42 18.9
21-25 40 27.0 19 28.8 0 0.0 59 26.6
26-30 31 20.9 17 25.8 0 0.0 48 21.6
31-40 14 9.5 16 24.2 1 12.5 31 13.9
Over 40 5 3.4 2 3.0 0 0.0 7 3.2
Missing 2 1.4 0 0.0 1 12.5 3 1.3
Total 148 100.0 66 100.0 8 100.0 222 100.0
Note. Prin = Principals; Cent Off = Central Office 
Personnel; SchBdCh = School Board Chairpersons.
Gender
One hundred sixty-five males and 57 females responded 
to the survey. Males hold 80% of the principalships, 64% of 
the central office positions, and 63% school board 
chairpersons' positions.
The largest percentage (52%) of principals responding 
was in the 40-49 years of age category. Likewise, this age 
range was the most often identified for the central office
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personnel (52%) and the school board chairpersons (63%). 
Overall, 48% o£ the respondents were in the 40-49 age range.
Educational Level
The Master's degree plus 45 was the most frequent 
educational level for the principals (42%) and the central 
office personnel (39%). The "Other" educational level was 
the most often selected for school board chairpersons (57%). 
Central office personnel held the most Doctorates, but most 
of the personnel with Educational Specialist degrees were 
held by principals.
Sixty-two percent of the principals had at least a 
Master's degree plus 45 hours. Of central office personnel, 
75.8% of the respondents had at least a Master's degree plus 
45 hours in education.
Years of Professional Educational Experience
Respondents were also asked how many years of 
experience they had attained. The largest group of both the 
principals and central office personnel (29%) had spent from 
21-25 years in their positions. As might be expected, half 
of the school board chairpersons had less than 10 years of 
experience as school board members--43% less than 5.
Sixty-two percent of the principals and 82% of the 
central office personnel had at least 20 years of 
experience.
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Reliability
Cronbach's Alpha was the test used to determine the 
reliability of the Shared Decision Making Survey as returned 
from the school leaders in the First Educational District of 
Tennessee. The reliabilities found in the Ferrara study 
(Ferrara & Repa, 1993) are comparable to those found in this 
study (see Tables 1 and 4) although most of the 
reliabilities generated in this study were slightly lower 
than those previously reported. The range of .86 for 
school/community and plant management to .95 in planning in 
the actual scores and from .92 in pupil personnel to .97 for 
curriculum/instruction and staff development in the desired 
scores is comparable to this study's .82 in planning to .91 
in curriculum/instruction for actual scores and .85 in 
budget to .92 in staff development in the desired scores.
The instrument appeared to have adequate reliability levels 
for each subscale.
Analysis of Findings
Data analyses that correspond to the research questions 
found in Chapter l and hypotheses in Chapter 3 were 
accomplished through descriptive and inferential statistical 
procedures. Principals, system-wide central office 
personnel, and school board chairpersons were asked to 
respond by means of a Likert-type 6-point scale on a 
continuum (1 "never," 2 "rarely," 3 "sometimes," 4 "often,"
5 "usually," and 6 "always") to 92 statements containing 10
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Table 4
Shared Education Decision Survey fSBPS). Cronbach Alpha 
Reliability Coefficients for the First Educational District 
of Tennessee for the 1993-94 School Year
# Items/ Actual Desired
Category category scores scores
Planning 12 .82 .86
Policy 11 .87 .89
Curriculum/instruction 10 .91 .91
Pupil personnel 7 .86 .90
Staff personnel 14 .84 .87
School/community 7 .89 .90
Parental involvement 5 .89 .91
Staff development 5 .93 .92
Budget 12 .84 .85
Plant management 9 .90 .90
organizational areas of shared educational decisions. The 
respondents were asked to respond in the area of actual and 
the area of desired participation in shared decision making.
Three nonparametric statistical tests were used to 
analyze the differences between the educational leaders and 
their actual and desired attributes concerning shared 
decision making. Nonparametric tests can be used when the 
parametric assumptions of normality and homogeneity of 
variance are not met (Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 1988) . Based
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on the information being collected, these tests were found 
to be the most appropriate for this study.
Initially, the Wilcoxon Matched-pairs Signed-ranks Test 
was used to determine the overall differences between actual 
and desired responses within the 20 areas of decision making 
included in the survey. The Wilcoxon test measured, by 
position, the 10 organizational areas of decision making, 
comparing actual participation and desired participation.
The Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance was 
used to determine if any significance existed between the 3 
surveyed groups and the 20 (10 actual and 10 desired) 
different organizational areas within the survey. If such 
significance occurred, the group was further analyzed using 
a Mann-Whitney two-variable test to determine which groups 
differed significantly. The Kruskal-Wallis was also used to 
determine if any demographic data had significant 
differences and, if so, the Mann-Whitney test was 
administered to determine which groups differed.
Research questions and hypotheses 1 through 6 were 
essentially the same and were interpreted using descriptive 
statistics to classify and summarize the numerical data in 
narrative and table form.
The interpretation of the data for the first three 
hypotheses made use of the subscale grand mean information 
which was the average responses based on the Likert scale of 
6 points, ranging from 1 to 6, with 1 meaning "never" and 6
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meaning "always.” The last three hypotheses were tested by 
the Kruskal-Wallis analysis o£ variance test to find areas 
of significant differences, then the Mann-Whitney U test was 
administered to test one variable against another to find 
the area displaying the significance. The procedure held 
true for all areas except gender, where the Mann-Whitney U 
was administered without the Kruskal-Wallis since for the 
purposes of this study two possibilities of gender were all 
that were surveyed.
The respondents reported the feelings of actual 
participation and their desired participation in the 10 
areas of organizational decision making. The planning area 
(12 questions) dealt with change, philosophy, goals, 
improvements, and change initiatives. The policy category 
(11 questions) was concerned with guidelines, conduct, 
retention, testing, extracurricular activities, and 
evaluation. The curriculum and instruction area (10 
questions) waB about curriculum development, textbooks, 
instructional materials, teaching methods, and evaluation of 
programs. The pupil personnel category (7 questions) was 
concerned with student placement, class size, reporting 
methods to parents, student personal problems, and the 
general administration of guidance/support services and 
rewards. The staff personnel category (14 questions) dealt 
with hiring, selecting, orientating, and assigning
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personnel, planning agendas, and resolving employee 
grievances. The school/community relations category 
(7 questions) was about involving the community, businesses, 
determining content of news released to media, and resolving 
difficulties with outside groups.
The parental involvement category {5 questions) was 
concerned with parental involvement in the schools, 
selection of events, and resolving parental complaints. The 
staff development category (5 questions) was concerned with 
committee assignments, needs assessments, designing staff 
development activities, implementing the activities, and 
evaluating the activities.
The budget category (12 questions) dealt with 
formulating, allocating, and managing the budget at the 
district and building levels. The plant management category 
(9 questions) was concerned with determining the use of 
school projects, priorities for planning, use, maintenance, 
bus schedules, routes, and hours of school schedule.
Respondents* General Direction for Survey
The 222 respondents to the Shared Educational Decisions 
Survey displayed interest in the 10 organizational decision 
areas. By having an average response rate in the 
"sometimes” choice area for their overall actual 
participation, the respondents displayed a rather 
pessimistic view of their actual participation. By having 
an average response rate in the "often” choice area for
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their desired participation, they displayed a rather limited 
desire for participation. If the "often" choice is the 
optimistic desired amount of participation, educators in the 
First Educational District of Tennessee may need to 
reevaluate shared decision making in the organizational 
decision-making areas surveyed in this study (see Tables 
5-7) .
The school board chairpersons responded to actual 
participation in the "sometimes" choice area; but, 
unfortunately, their desired amount of participation was not 
quite to the "often" choice area response. School board 
chairpersons felt they had very little actual participation 
in the areas of staff development and parental involvement, 
but they did not seem to want much participation in these 
areas. Conversely, school board chairpersons felt they had 
participation in the planning and plant management areas and 
desired even more participation in these areas (see Table 
5).
The central office personnel felt they actually had 
lesB participation opportunities than school board 
chairpersons and they desired less participation overall in 
the 10 organizational decision-making areas. A notable 
exception was in the area of staff development. The central 
office personnel had an "often" response average in staff 
development and desired even more participation 
opportunities. The areas of parental involvement and plant
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management had a relatively small amount of actual 
participation and little desire was indicated for 
opportunities in these organizational decision-making areas 
(see Table 6).
The principals responding displayed the most optimistic 
view of shared decision making of the three positions 
responding to the survey. Principals' average response 
choice waB an "often" in the actual participation and 
"usually" in the desired overall participation rate. 
Principals significantly felt they had more participation in 
parental involvement and staff development and they desired 
more participation opportunities in these areas. Plant 
management was an area of decision making in which 
principals felt they had a relatively small amount of 
participation with more desired opportunities requested by 
principals (see Table 7).
Respondents to the survey desired more participation 
than they felt they actually had at the present time. The 
desired participation, however, was an overall "often" 
response choice, which was not very optimistic for 
proponents of shared educational decision making.
Hypothesis 1
There will be no significant difference between the 
desired and the actual participation of school board 
chairpersons in shared decision making, in the following 10 
categories: planning, policy, curriculum/instruction, pupil
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personnel, staff personnel, school/community, parental 
involvement, staff development, budget, and plant management 
in the First Educational District of Tennessee.
Eight school board chairpersons' responses were 
analyzed to determine if there was a significant difference 
in the desired and the actual participation in the 10 
organizational decision-making areas (see Table 5).
The null hypothesis was rejected for the areas of 
policy, staff personnel, and school/community. There was a 
significant difference in the organizational decision-making 
areas of policy (z = -1.99), staff personnel (z = -2.02) and 
school/community (z = -2.02). In each case, more 
participation was desired than was perceived to be actually 
present.
For the other seven areas, the null hypothesis was 
retained. Although more participation was desired, the 
differences were not statistically significant.
Hypothesis 2
There will be no significant difference between the 
desired and the actual participation among central office 
personnel in shared decision making in the following 10 
categories: planning, policy, curriculum/instruction, pupil
personnel, staff personnel, school/community, parent 
involvement, staff development, budget, and plant management 
in the First Educational District of Tennessee.
Table 5
Wilcoxon Matched-oairs Slaned-rankB Test Results of School 
Board_Chairoersons and Their Responses of Actual and.Desired 
Participation Concerning 10-Organizational .Areas of Shared 
Educational Decisions
Organizational
area
Subscale
grand
mean
(actual)
Actual
mean
Desired
mean
Subscale
grand
mean
(desired) z
Planning 4.03 48.43 54.13 4.51 -1.83NS
Policy 3.75 41.29 49.00 4.45 -1.99*
Curriculum/
instruction 3.19 31.88 40.13 4.01 -1.90NS
Pupil personnel 2.52 17.63 19.26 2.75 -0.84NS
Staff personnel 3.09 43.29 52.33 3.76 -2.02*
School/community 3.63 25.38 28.86 4.12 -2.02*
Parental
involvement 2.78 13.88 15.25 3.05 -1.07NS
Staff development 2.65 13.25 14.63 2.93 -1.60NS
Budget 3.82 45.86 47.70 3.98 -1.60NS
Plant management 4.43 39.88 42.00 4.67 -1.62NS
♦Significant at the .05 level, two-tailed test. 
NS = Not significant.
Responses from 66 central office personnel were 
analyzed to determine if there was a significant difference 
in the desired and the actual participation in the 10 
organizational decision-making areas.
The null hypothesis waB rejected for each of the 10 
organizational areas (see Table 6). In every case, central 
office personnel desired more participation than they 
believed actually occurred. Central office personnel 
significantly desired more participation in shared 
educational decision making in the 10 organizational 
decision-making areas than they felt they had at the time.
Table 6
Wilcoxon Matched-pairs Sioned-ranks Test Results of Central 
Office Personnel and Their Responses of Actual and Desired 
Participation Concerning 10 Organizational Areas of Shared
Educational Pensions
Organizational
area
Subscale
grand
mean
(actual)
Actual
mean
Desired
mean
Subscale
grand
mean
(desired) &
Planning 3.89 46.68 53.24 4.44 -5.56***
Policy 3.53 38.88 45.21 4.11 -5 . 2 5 ^
Curriculum/
instruction 3.61 36.14 40.84 4.08 -4 ,94+++
Pupil personnel 3.04 21.33 24.12 3.45 -4.26***
Staff personnel 3.32 46.49 55.05 3.93 -5.12***
School/community 3.32 23.21 25.75 3.68 -3.95***
Parental
involvement 2.92 14.58 15.95 3.19 -2.83**
Staff development 4.08 20.39 21.20 4.24 -2.08*
Budget 3,13 37.57 40.77 3.40 -3.22**
Plant management 2,72 24.45 28.71 3.19 -4.56***
♦Significant at the .05 level, two-tailed test. 
♦♦Significant at the .01 level, two-tailed test. 
♦♦♦Significant at the .001 level, two-tailed test. 
NS o Not significant.
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Hypothesis 3
There will be no significant difference between the 
desired and the actual participation among principals in 
shared decision making in the following 10 categories: 
planning, policy, curriculum/instruction, pupil personnel, 
staff personnel, school/community, parent involvement, staff 
development, budget, and plant management in the Pirst 
Educational District of Tennessee.
Responses from 148 principals were analyzed to 
determine if there was a significant difference in the 
desired and the actual participation in the 10 
organizational decision-making areas {see Table 7).
The null hypothesis was rejected for each of the 10 
organizational decison-making areas. There was a 
significant difference in each organizational decision­
making area.
Principals significantly desired more participation in 
shared educational decision-making in the 10 organizational 
decision-making areas than they felt they had at the time.
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Table 7
Wilcoxon Matched-oairs Signed-ranks Test Results of 
Principals and Their Responses_of Actual and Desired 
Participation Concerning 10 Organizational Areas of Shared 
Educational Decisions
Organizational
area
Subscale
grand
mean
(actual)
Actual
mean
Desired
mean
Subscale
grand
mean
(desired) 2
Planning 4.13 49.55 59.20 4.93 -9.20***
Policy 3.62 39.78 53.24 4.85 -9.43***
Curriculum/
instruction 3.68 36.78 45.40 4.54 -8.51***
Pupil personnel 4.11 28.80 32.94 4.71 -7.99***
Staff personnel 3.98 55.68 65.96 4.71 -8.63***
School/community 4.25 29.72 33.26 4.75 —7.95***
Parental
involvement 4.53 22.67 24.30 4.86 -4.64***
Staff development 4.38 21.92 24.10 4.82 -6.37***
Budget 3.56 42.75 52.40 4.37 -7.96***
Plant management 3.20 28.84 38.88 4.32 -8.93***
★♦♦Significant at the .001 level, two-tailed test. 
NS » Not significant.
Hypothesis 4
There will be no significant differences between school 
board chairpersons, central office personnel, and principals 
related to their actual responses concerning participation
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in shared decision making in the First Educational District 
of Tennessee.
The Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance was 
administered to test the hypothesis. For the area of actual 
planning, actual policy, and actual curriculum, the null 
hypothesis was retained; but in the 7 other organizational 
areas the null hypothesis was rejected. A significant 
difference was found among the three groups--principals, 
central office personnel, and school board chairpersons--on 
the areas of actual pupil personnel, actual staff personnel, 
actual school/community, actual parental involvement, actual 
staff development, actual budget, and actual plant 
management. The data are presented in Table 8.
A Mann-Whitney U Test was administered to find which 
group or groups were significantly different since the Mann- 
Whitney U two-variable nonparametric test does not make 
assumptions on homogeneity or equality. These data are 
presented in Table 9. The Mann-Whitney indicated that 
principals perceived they had significantly more actual 
participation than the central office personnel in 
categories of pupil personnel, staff personnel, 
school/community, parental involvement, budget, and plant 
management. The principals perceived they had significantly 
more actual participation than school board chairpersons in 
the areas of pupil personnel, staff personnel, staff 
development and plant management. The central office
personnel perceived themselves to have significantly more 
actual participation in staff development than the school 
board chairpersons, and the school board chairpersons 
perceived they had significantly more actual participation 
in plant management than the central office personnel.
The general direction of the data indicated principals 
had significantly more participation in shared educational 
decisions in the surveyed organizational decision-making 
areas than central office personnel in all 10 areas and 
school board chairpersons with the exception of plant 
management. The central office personnel had more actual 
participation in staff development than school board 
chairpersons. The school board chairpersons had more actual 
participation in actual plant management than central office 
personnel.
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Table 8
Kruskal-Wallis One-Wav_Analysis of Variance of Ordinal Data 
and the Levels of Significance of Actual Participation 
Responses in.Relation to 10 QrcranizatiQnal_Areas_o£_Shared 
Educational Decisions bv Principals. Central Office 
Personnel ,_and_School Board Chairpersons Surveyed
Category X3 Significance
Actual planning 3.09 .2 INS
Actual policy 0.68 .7 INS
Actual curriculum/instruction 0.73 .69NS
Actual pupil personnel 56.14 .00***
Actual staff personnel 18.99 .00***
Actual school/community 25.28 .00***
Actual parental involvement 73.81 .00***
Actual staff development 9.65 .01**
Actual budget 7.40 .02*
Actual plant management 19.21 ,00***
♦Significant at the .05 level, two-tailed test. 
**Signifleant at the .01 level, two tailed test. 
***Significant at the .001 level, two-tailed test. 
NS « Not significant.
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Table 9
Mann-Whitney U Test Results of Significance bv Position 
Surveyed in Orqanizational_Areas Found to_be_Sioni£icant
Mean Rank
Category Prin Cent Off 12 2.
Actual pupil 
personnel 124.59 62.55 1917.0 -6.90***
Actual staf£ 
personnel 103.78 68.80 2268.5 -4.10***
Actual school/ 
community 115.26 71.13 2465.5 -4.97***
Actual parental 
involvement 127.01 53.64 1329.0 -8.26***
Actual budget 106.82 84.57 3268.0 -2.51*
Actual plant 
management 111.85 82.04 3170.5 -3.35***
Mean Rank
Category Prin SchBdCh 12 A
Actual pupil 
personnel 79.39 15.44 87.5 -4.03***
Actual staff 
personnel 69.89 33.50 206.5 -2.40*
Actual parental 
involvement 77,64 19.63 121.0 -3 .73***
Actual staff 
development 78.63 28.94 195.5 -3,14***
Actual plant 
management 72.03 117.69 214.5 -2,93***
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Table 9 (continued)
Mean Rank
Category Cent Off SchBdCh 12 Z
Actual staff 
development 38.80 18.06 108.5 -2.65**
Actual plant 
management 33.73 58.63 79.0 -3.17**
Note. Prin = Principals; Cent Off = Central Office 
Personnel; SchBdCh = School Board Chairpersons.
♦Significant at the .05 level, two-tailed test.
**Significant at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
***Significant at the .001 level, two-tailed test.
NS ° Not significant.
Hypothesis 5
There will be no significant differences between school 
board chairpersons, central office personnel, and principals 
related to their desired responses concerning participation 
in shared decision making in the First Educational District 
of Tennessee.
The Kruskal-Wallis one-way analysis of variance was 
administered to test the hypothesis, and in all 10 areas 
there was a rejection of the null hypothesis. Respondents 
in these three positions differed significantly in the 
amount of desired participation (see Table 10).
The Mann-Whitney test was used to determine where the 
significant differences were to be found. In all 10
organizational decision-making areas, principals desired 
more participation than central office personnel. When the 
principals were compared to the school board chairpersons, 
the desired areas of pupil personnel, staff personnel, 
parental involvement, and staff development were 
significant. When the central office personnel were 
compared to the school board chairpersons, the area of 
desired staff development was significant for the central 
office personnel; but, in the area of desired plant 
management, the school board chairperson was significantly 
different from the central office personnel. The direction 
for all positions was a desire for more participation in the 
organizational areas. These data are presented in Table 11. 
(See Appendix C to find the overall mean for each category 
by position and entire population in the desired area.)
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Table 10
Kruskal-Wallis One-Way Analysis of Variance_of Ordinal Data 
and the Levels of Sicmificance_of Desired Participation 
Responses in RelatiQn_to_10 Organizational Areas_of_Shared 
Educational Decisions_bv Positions Surveyed
Level of
Category X1 significance
Desired planning 14.84 ,00**+
Desired policy 19.70 ,oo**+
Desired curriculum/instruction 8.55 .01*
Desired pupil personnel 68.69 .00**+
Desired staff personnel 26.07 ,00***
Desired school/community 38.27 .00***
Desired parental involvement 68.88 .00**+
Desired staff development 19.52 .00**+
Desired budget 29.78 .00***
Desired plant management 35.09 .00***
+Significant at the .05 level, two-tailed test. 
***Significant at the .001 level, two-tailed test. 
NS = Not significant.
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Table 11
Mann-Whitney U Test Results of Significance bv Group 
Surveyed in Categories Found to be Significant
Mean Rank
Category Prin Cent Off IZ z
Desired planning 108.96 75.89 2752.0 -3.80***
Desired policy 110.05 72.75 2567.0 -4.32***
Desired curriculum/ 
instruction 108.18 83.40 3217.5 -2.80**
Desired pupil 
personnel 125.01 56.83 1549.0 -7.64***
Desired staff 
personnel 100.70 61.01 1820.5 -4.84***
Desired school/ 
community 115.48 62.65 1931.0 -6.09***
Desired parental 
involvement 122.49 52.56 1284.0 -8.02***
Desired staff 
development 111.84 82.06 3172.0 -3.36***
Desired budget 110.13 62.77 1925.0 -5.42***
Desired plant 
management 116.29 65.35 2099.0 -5.76***
Mean Rank
Category Prin SchBdCh 12 Z
Desired pupil 
personnel 78.72 9.38 39.0 -4.43***
Desired staff 
personnel 64.91 25.17 130.0 -2.62**
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Table 11 (continued)
Mean Rank
Category Prin SchBdCh II £
Desired parental 
involvement 74.96 22.13 141.0 -3.52**+
Desired staff 
development 77.46 22.63 145.0 -3.54***
Mean Rank
Category Cent Off SchBdCh II £
Desired staff 
development 38.77 18.38 111.0 -2.61+*
Desired plant 
management 33.02 54.69 94.5 -2.84**
Note. Prin » Principals; Cent Off = Central Office 
Personnel; SchBdCh « School Board Chairpersons.
**Significant at the .01 level, two-tailed test.
++*Significant at the .001 level, two-tailed test.
NS = Not significant.
Hypothesis 6
There will be no significant differences between the 
actual and desired participation in shared decision making 
among school leaders in the First Educational District of 
Tennessee by the following demographic subgroups: gender,
age, educational level, and experience.
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The sixth null hypothesis stated there would be no 
significant difference between the actual and desired 
participation of school leaders in shared decision making in 
the First Educational District of Tennessee by the following 
demographic subgroups: gender, age, educational level, and
experience. Separate tests were conducted for each 
characteristic.
Two hundred twenty-two respondents' responses were 
analyzed in the overall analysis of gender using the Mann- 
Whitney U test to determine if there was a significant 
difference in the females' responses compared to the males' 
responses when considering actual and desired participation 
in the 10 organizational decision-making areas. The null 
hypothesis was rejected in the area of budget decisions.
There was a significant difference in the 
organizational decision-making area of budget decisions 
(z = -2.27) with the mean rank for males being significantly 
higher than the females' mean rank (see Table 12). The null 
hypothesis was retained for the other nine areas.
The Mann-Whitney U test was used to test for 
differences in the actual and desired levels of 
participation by gender. The Kruskal-Wallis one-way 
analysis of variance was used to test for differences in the 
actual and desired levels of participation by age, 
educational level, and experience. When a significant 
overall Kruskal-Wallis test was significant, pair-wise,
Mann-Whitney U tests were conducted to determine where the 
specific group differences were found. While cited in the 
text, the table showing these pair-wise comparisons are 
presented in Appendix D. The Mann-Whitney U tests for 
differences between females and males are presented in 
Table 12.
Table 12
Mann-Whitnev U Tests_of.Differences in Actual and Desired 
Levels of Participation bv Gender
M rank
Organizational
area Females Males £
Actual planning 94.50 110.81 -1.71NS
Desired planning 101.77 102.75 -0.IONS
Actual policy 95.66 112.24 -1.71NS
Desired policy 97.74 102.70 -0.52NS
Actual curriculum/ 
instruction 113.34 104.79 -0.89NS
Desired curriculum/ 
instruction 114.94 100.75 -1.50NS
Actual pupil 
personnel 98.62 112.70 -1.45NS
Desired pupil 
personnel 106.03 108.02 -0.21NS
Actual staff 
personnel 83.36 100.76 -1.B7NS
Desired staff 
personnel 82.73 93.27 -1.11NS
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Table 12 (continued)
M rank
Organizational
area Females Males Z.
Actual school/ 
community 96.68 108.55 -1.24NS
Desired school/ 
community 96.21 103.89 -0.SONS
Actual parental 
involvement 96.41 111.34 -1.S4NS
Desired parental 
involvement 95.62 106,74 -1.15NS
Actual staff 
development 117.15 104.85 -1.27NS
Desired staff 
development 115.72 103.43 -1.27NS
Actual budget 99.49 104.85 -0.56NS
Desired budget 83.58 104.88 -2.21*
Actual plant 
management 99.42 108.92 -0.98NS
Desired plant 
management 95.00 107.75 -1.33NS
♦Significant at the .05 
NS « Not significant.
level, two-■tailed test.
The gender demographic was further analyzed with data 
representing the three positions: principals, central
office personnel, and school board chairpersons.
One hundred forty-eight principals responded to the 
survey and had the following areas with significant
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differences; desired planning, desired curriculum and 
instruction, desired pupil personnel, actual school and 
community involvement, desired school and community 
involvement, actual parental involvement, actual staff 
development, and desired staff development {see Table 13). 
For areas of the Burvey on which principals did not meet the 
stipulation of a significant difference at the .05 level or 
below, see Appendix E.
Sixty-six central office personnel responded to the 
survey with the following areas with significant 
differences; actual planning, desired planning, actual 
school and community, desired school and community, actual 
parental involvement, actual plant management, and desired 
plant management. For areas of the survey on which central 
office personnel did not meet the stipulation of a 
significant difference at the .05 level or below, see 
Appendix E.
Eight school board chairpersons responded to the survey 
without any areas displaying significant differences in the 
gender demographic. For results Bee Appendix E.
Table 13
Mann-Whitnev U Test Results Of Organizational Areas with Significant Differences bv 
Sender
Mean
Organizational area Gender rank Mean Cases z
Principals
Desired planning M 64.20 58.52 108
F 81.21 62.04 26 -2.01*
Desired curriculum/instruction M 65.42 44.51 109
F 84.84 48.72 29 -2.33*
Desired pupil personnel M 67.54 32.49 112
F 84.34 34.69 29 -1.98*
Actual school/community M 66.00 29.05 111
F 85.86 32.36 28 -2.33*
Desired school/community M 62.64 32.63 107
F 84.96 35.88 26 -2.66*
Actual parental involvement M 67.04 22.22 112
F 84.34
Table 13 (continued)
Organizational area
Mean
Gender rank
Actual staff development
Desired staff development
Actual planning
Desired planning
Actual school/community
M 67.69
F 88.95
M 66.64
F 86.65
Central Office Personnel 
M 37.10
F 23.71
M 35.04
F 25.50
M 37.09
F 23.15
24.46 28 -2.03*
Mean Cases 5.
21.34 114
24.21 29 -2.48*
23.66 113
25.89 27 -2.32*
49.92 39
41.42 24 -2.82*
54.74 39
50.70 23 -2.01*
25.45 40
19.30 23 -2.91* ®
Desired school/community 
Table 13 (continued)
M
F
36.77
23.11
27.51
22.45
41
22 -2.82*
Organizational area Gender
Mean
rank Mean Cases z
Actual parental involvement M 37.96 15.86 42
F 25.69 12.33 24 -2.51*
Actual plant management M 37.35 27.83 41
F 23.85 18.43 23 -2.79*
Desired plant management M 35.47 31.63 40
F 24.27 23.41 22 -2.34*
♦Significant at the .05 level/ 2-tailed test.
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Two hundred twenty-two respondents' responses were 
analyzed in the overall analysis of age using the Kruskal- 
Wallis analysis of variance test to determine if there was a 
significant difference in the age categories responses when 
considering actual and desired participation in the 10 
organizational decision-making areas.
Significant differences were found in the 
organizational decision-making areas of desired pupil 
personnel decisions, actual budget decisions, and actual 
plant planning decisions {see Table 14). (The areas without 
a significant difference, overall and by position, are in 
Appendix F.)
Further analysis by position was administered using the 
Kruskal-Wallis analysis of variance test for the age of the 
respondents to determine if there was a significant 
difference in the age categories responses when considering 
actual and desired participation in the 10 organizational 
decision-making areas of planning, policy, curriculum/ 
instruction, pupil personnel, staff personnel, school/ 
community, parental involvement, staff development, budget, 
and plant management.
One hundred forty-eight principals responded to the 
survey and had the following areas with significant 
difference: desired policy making, actual pupil personnel
decisions, and actual staff development decisions (see Table 
14). The areas of significant difference for principals
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were further analyzed using the Mann-Whitney U two-variable 
test of analysis to determine which age category had the 
significant difference (see Table 15},
There was a significant difference for principals in 
the organizational decision-making of desired policy 
decisions with the 30-39 age range having a higher mean rank 
when compared to the 40-49 age range. There was also a 
significant difference for principals in the organizational 
decision-making area of desired policy decisions with the 
50-59 age range having a higher mean rank than the 40-49 
age range. There was a significant difference for 
principals in the organizational decision-making area of 
desired policy decisions with the 60-69 age range having a 
higher mean rank than the 40-49 age range.
A significant difference was found for principals in 
the organizational decision-making area of actual pupil 
personnel decisions with the 50-59 age range having a higher 
mean rank when compared to the 40-49 age range.
A significant difference was found for principals in 
the organizational decision-making area of actual staff 
development decisions with the 60-69 age range having a 
higher mean rank than the 40-49 age range and the 60-69 age 
range having a higher mean rank than the 50-59 age range.
The Mann-Whitney U tests pair-wise comparison (see 
Appendix D) showed that respondents in the 70 and over age 
group had more actual participation in planning and budget.
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The same age group desired less participation on pupil 
matters than those in the 30-39, 40-49, 50-59, and 60-69 age 
groups. The 30-39 age group desired more pupil 
participation than the 40-49 age group.
Table 14
Kruskal-Wallis Analysis of Variance Results Showing Significant: Differences in Actual 
and Desired Levels of Participation for Groups bv Age
Standard
Organizational area 
Probability
Mean deviation Cases X3
Overall Summary
Desired pupil personnel 29.75 7.57 214 12.78* .02
Actual budget 41.32 13.76 206 11.86* .04
Actual plant management 27.93 11.04 212 11.72* .04
Age group Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n X3 £
Principals
Desired policy Missing 52.63 8.80
20-29 56.00 69.00 0.00
30-39 55.79 71.57 8.84
16
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Table 14 (continued)
40-49 51.34
Actual pupil personnel
Actual staff development
Age group Mean
50-59 54.94
60-69 57.75
(Overall) 53.23
Missing 27.94
20-29 21.00
30-39 29.53
40-49 27.62
50-59 31.46
60-69 28.44
(Overall) 28.80
Missing 22.72
20-29 20.00
49.31 7.54 62
Mean
rank S.D. n X2 p
65.37 7.22 31
78.88 6.50 8
7.86 132
6.02 17
11.00 0.00 1
69.37 3.87 15
54.89 6.05 66
78.80 5.25 35
63.22 9.86 9
6.11 143
4.52 18
45.00 0.00 1
11.09 ,03*
12.31 02*
hi
30-39 22.83 69.38 6.28 16
40-49 20.68 55.23 5.87 65
Table 14 (continued)
Age group Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n Xs E
50-59 22.69 67.96 4.54 35
60-69 26.25 93.94 3.01 8
(Overall) 21.92 5.44 143 10.32 .04*
Central Office Personnel
Actual pupil personnel Missing 21.00 0.00 1
40-49 22.79 37.01 7.61 34
50-59 18.92 27.23 5.30 24
60-69 26.80 44.00 8.17 5
Over 70 12.00 6.50 0.00 2
(Overall) 21.33 7.20 66 9.46 .02*
Desired pupil personnel Missing 21.00 0.00 1
/
IDU»
40-49 25.93 36.62 7.56 33
50-59 21.50 26.23 6.98 24
60-69 29.40 45.40 6.88 5
Table 14 (continued}
Age group Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n XJ E
Over 70 14.00 7.50 0.00 2
(Overall) 24.12 7.67 65 10.38 .02*
Actual budget Missing 12.00 0.00 1
40-49 39.55 33.15 13.24 33
50-59 32.90 24.50 14.39 20
60-69 36.60 26.00 23.95 5
Over 70 67.00 58.00 0.00 2
(Overall) 37.57 15.70 61 8.42 .04*
* < .05 u>
Table 15
Mann-Whitney P Test Results for Significance for Principals bv Age
Category Mean rank n Group £ 2-tailed p
Desired policy 50.25 14 30-39
35.85 62 40-49 2.21 .03
42.67 62 40-49
55.66 31 50-59 -2.19 .03
33.50 62 40-49
51.00 8 60-69 2.29 .02
Actual pupil personnel 44.38 66 40-49
63.49 35 50-59 -3.12 .00
Actual staff development 34.70 65 40-49
55.69 8 60-69 -2.66 .01
20.04 35 50-59
30.56 8 60-69 -2.16 .03
u>
tn
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Sixty-six central office personnel responded to the 
survey and had the following areas with significant 
difference: actual pupil personnel decisions (p = ,02),
desired pupil personnel decisions (p ° .02), and actual 
budget decisions (p « .04) {see Table 14). The areas of 
significant difference for central office personnel were 
further analyzed using the Mann-Whitney U two-variable test 
of analysis to determine which age category had the 
significant difference (see Table 16).
There was a significant difference in the 
organizational decision-making area for central office 
personnel in the area of actual pupil personnel decisions in 
three age range comparisons, with the 60-69 age range having 
a higher mean rank when compared to the over 70 age range. 
There was also a significant difference for central office 
personnel in the organizational decision-making area of 
actual pupil personnel decisions with the 40-49 age range 
having a higher mean rank when compared to the over 70 age 
range. Again, there was a significant difference in the 
organizational decision-making area for central office 
personnel in the area of actual pupil personnel decisions 
with the 40-49 age range having a higher mean rank than the 
50-59 age range.
A significant difference was found for central office 
personnel in the organizational decision-making area of 
desired pupil personnel decisions in three age range
comparisons, with the 40-49 age range having a higher mean 
than the 50-59 age range. In the organizational decision­
making area of desired pupil personnel decisions, a 
significant difference was found for central office 
personnel with the 40-49 age range having a higher mean rank 
than the over 70 age range. There was a significant 
difference in the organizational decision-making area for 
central office personnel, again, in the area of desired 
pupil personnel decisions with the 60-69 age range having a 
higher mean rank when compared to the 50-59 age range.
There was a significant difference for central office 
personnel in the organizational decision-making area of 
actual budget decisions with the over 70 age range having a 
higher mean rank when compared to the 50-59. There was a 
significant difference in the organizational decision-making 
area for central office personnel in the area of actual 
budget decisions with the over 70 age range having a higher 
mean rank than the 40-49 age range (see Table 16),
There was not a significant difference in the 
organizational decision-making areas for school board 
personnel in the age demographic. Appendix F contains 
survey respondent results for the entire sample, displaying 
the not-significant overall results and the by-position 
results.
Table 16
Mann-Whitney U Test Results_for.Significance for Central. Office Personnel bv Acre
Category Mean rank Group 2-tailed p
Actual pupil personnel
Desired pupil personnel
5.00
1.50
19.38
3.50
33.22
24.23
33.02
23.48
18.88
3.50
5
2
34
2
34
24
33
24
33
2
60-69 
Over 70
40-49 
Over 70
40-49
50-59
40-49
50-59
40-49 
Over 70
-1.97
-2.08
- 2.01
-2.15
.05
.04
.05
.03
-2.07 .04
13.58 24 50-59 1000
Table 16 (continued)
21.80 5 60-69 -1.97
tno•
Category Mean rank n Group z 2-tailed p
Actual budget 10.50 20 50-59
21.50 2 Over 70 -2.29 .02
17.03 33 40-49
34.00 2 Over 70 -2.28 .02
VO
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Two hundred twenty-two respondents' responses were 
analyzed in the overall analysis of educational level using 
the Kruskal-Wallis analysis of variance test to determine if 
there was a significant difference in the educational level 
categories responses when considering actual and desired 
participation in the 10 organizational decision-making areas 
(see Table 17).
There was a significant difference in the 
organizational decision-making areas of desired school and 
community decisions (p = .03), desired parental involvement 
decisions (p « .00), and staff development decisions 
(p = .05).
There was not a significant difference in the 
organizational decision-making areas for principals, central 
office personnel, nor school board chairpersons in the 
educational level demographic when analyzed by position. 
Appendix 6 contains survey respondent results for the entire 
sample, displaying the not-significant overall results and 
the by-position results for the demographic of educational 
level (see Appendix G).
Table 17
Kruskal-Wallis Analysis of Variance Results Showing Significant Differences in Actual 
and Desired Levels of Participation for Groups by Educational Level
Standard
Category
Signif.
Mean deviation Cases X2
Overall Summary
Desired school/community 30.78 7.53 202 12.35 .03*
Desired parental involvement 21.37 6.57 206 17.01 .00*
Desired staff development 22.92 5.29 211 11.16 .05*
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Two hundred twenty-two respondents' responses were 
analyzed in the overall analysis o£ experience level using 
the Kruskal-Wallis analysis of variance test to determine if 
there was a significant difference in the experience level 
categories responses when considering actual and desired 
participation in the 10 organizational decision-making 
areas.
There was a significant difference in the 
organizational decision-making area of actual curriculum and 
instruction decisions.
Further analysis by position was administered using the 
Kruskal-Wallis analysis of variance test for the experience 
level of the respondents to determine if there was a 
significant difference in the experience level categories 
reponses when considering actual and desired participation 
in the 10 organizational decision-making areas. Sixty-six 
central office personnel responded to the survey and the 
only area in which a significant difference was found was 
the organizational decision-making area of overall actual 
planning decisions (p ° .04) (see Table 18). All not- 
sighificantly-different organizational decision-making areas 
are displayed in Appendix H.
Table 18
Kruskal-Wallis Analysis of Variance Results Showing Significant Differences in_Actual 
and Desired Levels of Participation for. Groups by Experience
Standard
Category Mean deviation Cases X2
Signif.
Actual curriculum/instruction
Overall
36.43
Summary
10.91 210 16.97 .02*
Category
Years of 
experience Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n  x2 e
Actual planning
Central Office Personnel
6-10 38.00 15.00 0.00 1
11-15 36.00 13.00 5.57 3
16-20 34.63 15.31 11.45 8
21-25 49.00 35.53 10.17 9
26-30 50.13 36.75 11.42 16
31-40 49.00 36.00 11.32 14
Over 40 49.50 36.25 14.85 2
(Overall) 46.68 11.81 63 13.28 .04*
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The area of actual planning, having displayed a 
significant difference for central office personnel, was 
further analyzed using the Mann-Whitney U two-variable test 
of analysis to determine which experience level categories 
had the significant difference.
A significant difference was found in five experience 
level range comparisons, beginning with the 21-25 experience 
level range having a higher mean rank when compared to the 
11-15 experience level range. There was also a significant 
difference in the organizational decision-making area of 
actual planning decisions with the 26-30 experience level 
range having a higher mean rank than the 11-15 experience 
level range. There was a significant difference found in 
the area of actual planning decisions with the 21-25 
experience level range having a higher mean rank than the 
16-20 experience level range. Once again, there was a 
significant difference in the decision-making area of actual 
planning decisions with the 26-30 experience level range 
having a higher mean rank when compared to the 16-20 
experience level range. Finally, there was a significant 
difference in the organizational decision-making area for 
central office personnel in the area of actual planning 
decisions with the 31-40 experience level range having a 
higher mean rank than the 16-20 experience level range (see 
Table 19). All not significantly different organizational 
decision-making areas are displayed in Appendix H.
Table 19
Mann-Whitney IT Test Results for Significance for Central Office Personnel bv Experience
Category Mean rank n Group
Actual planning 4*50
12.61
3.83
11.16
7.69
16.66
7.25
15.13
6.94
14.11
3
19
3
16
8
19
8
16
8
14
11-15
21-25
11-15
26-30
16-20
21-25
16-20
26-30
16-20
31-40
- 2.01
-2.07
- 2.68
-2.58
-2.50
2-tailed p
.05
.04
.01
.01
.01
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Experience was the area with an extreme amount of 
significance when compared to the other demographic areas.
In Appendix D, the less than 5 years of actual participation 
had significance in 18 areas and the 6-10 years of 
experience was tested using the Mann-Whitney in 23 areas of 
actual and desired participation in shared educational 
decision areas. The over 40 years of experience group 
desired more participation in the pupil personnel than the 
31-40 years of experience group. The 26-30 group was 
significant compared to the over 40 years of experience 
group in the area of desired pupil personnel. The 
demographics seemed to indicate very little difference when 
compared to all the numerical possibilities presented in the 
10 organizational areas and the several groups within the 
demographic areas.
Summary
A statistical analysis was completed for results from 
surveys returned from school board chairpersons, central 
office personnel, and principals pertaining to actual and 
desired participation in shared educational decision making 
in 10 educational decision-making areas. The Kruskal-Wallis 
one-way analysis of variance for ordinal data was 
administered. Areas finding significance, if more than two 
variables, were administered the Mann-Whitney U Test or the 
Wilcoxon Matched-pairs Signed-ranks Test in order to 
identify specific significance at the .05 level of
significance or less. The results were used to analyze 
research questions l through 5 and hypotheses 1 through 6, 
The principals consistently made the most significant impact 
on the actual compared to desired attributes of shared 
decision making. The demographic variables were analyzed 
regarding the preferences of the five demographic data areas 
concerning the 10 actual and the 10 desired areas of 
educational decision-making participation by principals, 
central office personnel, and school board chairpersons.
CHAPTER 5
Summary, Findings, Conclusions, and Recommendations
introduction
The purpose of this study was to investigate the actual 
and desired attributes of shared decision making as viewed 
by school board chairpersons, central office personnel, and 
principals in the First Educational District of Tennessee. 
The following 10 categories of shared educational decisions 
were selected for this study: planning, policy, curriculum/
instruction, pupil personnel, staff personnel, school/ 
community, parental involvement, staff development, budget, 
and plant management. Also, demographic information was 
collected from all three groups to determine if their 
perception of shared educational decisions was influenced to 
a significant degree by a demographic variable. The 
following demographics were collected: position being
either school board chairperson, central office personnel, 
or principal, gender, age, educational level attained, and 
years of experience.
This chapter will summarize data and major findings of 
the research study, it will also include conclusions and 
delineate recommendations for additional research.
Summary
The problem undergirding this study was the lack of an 
understanding of the actual and desired attributes
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concerning shared educational decisions in the First 
Educational District of Tennessee. Since the development of 
the Master..Plan for Tennessee Schools in November, 1990, the 
State Board of Education in section II, goal C, stated the 
goal of school-based decision making was to be the rule 
rather than the exception in schools.
The entire population in the First Educational District 
of Tennessee was sent a survey instrument which covered the 
10 categories of shared educational decisions. The survey 
instrument was determined to be valid and reliable for 
school leaders. The 286 school leaders returned the survey 
at a rate of 78%. The 222 respondents included 148 
principals, 66 central office personnel, and 8 of the 17 
school board chairpersons.
Findings
Five research questions were formulated to ascertain 
the level of actual and desired participation among school 
leaders in the area of shared decision making in the First 
Eductional District of Tennessee. Research questions l 
through 3 focused upon the 10 areas of decision making and 
determined if each of the 3 groups surveyed (school board 
chairperson, central office personnel, and principals) had a 
difference in the actual and desired level of participation 
aB pertaining to the areas of shared decision making. 
Research question 4 was concerned with the actual and 
desired levels of all three groups in shared decision
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making. Research question 5 was concerned with the 
demographics of gender, age, educational level, and 
experience and asked if they made any difference in the 
actual and desired participation in shared decision making 
in the First Educational District of Tennessee.
Research Question 1
Research question 1 was designed to ascertain the 
actual and desired participation of school board 
chairpersons in shared decision making in 10 areas of shared 
educational decisions: planning, policy, curriculum/
instruction, pupil personnel, staff personnel, school/ 
community, parental involvement, staff development, budget 
and plant management. Since only 8 of the 17 school board 
chairpersons responded to the survey, the result was 
measured on its merit of less than 50% return. In the 10 
areas of decision making, actual compared to desired, 3 were 
found to be significant at the .05 level or less. They were 
actual policy as compared to desired policy, actual staff 
compared to desired staff, and actual school compared to 
desired school. The 7 other areas had no significant 
difference between actual and desired participation among 
school board chairpersons.
Research Question 2
Research question 2 was designed to ascertain the 
actual and desired participation of central office personnel
in shared decision making in 10 areas of shared educational 
decisions: planning, policy, curriculum/instruction, pupil
personnel, staff personnel, school/community, parental 
involvement, staff development, budget, and plant 
management. A total of 66 central office personnel 
responded of the B2 surveys sent in the district, for a 
return rate of 80%. All 10 areas were found to be 
significant, so there was a difference in the actual and 
desired participation in shared decision making among 
central office personnel in the First Educational District 
of Tennessee. Essentially, the central office personnel 
desired more input into shared educational decision making.
Research Question 3
Research question 3 was designed to ascertain the 
actual and desired participation of principals in shared 
decision making in 10 areas of shared educational decisions: 
planning, policy, curriculum/instruction, pupil personnel, 
staff personnel, school/community, parental involvement, 
staff development, budget, and plant management. A total of 
148 principals responded of the 187 principals mailed 
surveys for a response rate of 78%. All 10 areas were found 
to be significant at the .05 level of significance or less. 
Principals desired more input into shared educational 
decisions than they actually have at the present time.
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Research Question 4
Research question 4 was designed to ascertain 
differences between school board chairpersons, central 
office personnel, and principals in their actual/desired 
responses concerning participation in shared educational 
decisions in the First Educational District of Tennessee.
Of the 20 areas (10 actual and 10 desired), 17 were found to 
be significant at the .05 level of significance or less.
The principals, especially, desired more input into the 
process of shared educational decisions.
Research Question 5
Research question 5 was designed to ascertain 
differences among the surveyed groups pertaining to 
demographic areas of gender, age, educational level, and 
experience. Of the 1,200 numerical possibilities, 82 were 
found to be significant at the .05 level of significance or 
less. Most of the differences came in the areas of 
experience and education, with a few differences in age, and 
only one difference in gender as they pertained to the 
responses of actual and desired participation in shared 
decision making in the First Educational District of 
Tennessee.
Conclusions
This research contributed to the body of knowledge 
about actual and desired participation in 10 organizational
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decision areas of shared decision making. The principals, 
central office personnel, and school board chairpersons in 
the First Educational District of Tennessee all desired more 
participation than they actually had in the areas of 
planning, policy, curriculum/instruction, pupil personnel, 
staff personnel, school/community, parental involvement, 
staff development, budget, and plant management. A further 
analysis of the findings led to the following conclusions:
1. School board chairpersons, central office 
personnel, and principals all desired more participation in 
shared educational decisions than they actually had at the 
current time.
2. School board chairpersons and central office 
personnel had and desired approximately the same amount of 
participation in shared decision making.
3. Principals had a more-than-average amount of 
participation in shared decision making but desired more 
participation opportunities.
4. Principals had much more actual participation in 
shared decision making than either central office personnel 
or school board chairpersons.
5. Female principals and male central office personnel 
desired more participation in the shared decision-making 
process.
6. Older principals and younger central office 
personnel had more actual participation in shared decision
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making than their counterparts, and they desired even more 
participation.
7. Central office personnel with 20 or more years of 
experience had more actual participation in planning than 
their younger counterparts.
Overall, the results of this study suggest that much 
more investigation of school leaders' actual and desired 
attributes on shared educational decision making is needed, 
as well as investigations of other factors that can impact 
school leaders' attributes. The use of an evaluative model 
which measures both actual and desired attributes appears to 
have broadened prior treatment of the subject. Broadening 
the conceptualization of decision making by use of 10 
categories and 92 items appears to have advanced the 
understanding of domains of decision making in the area of 
education. Further investigations would indicate whether 
the findings of this study can be replicated.
Recommendations 
As a result of this study, the following 
recommendations are made:
1. A study of the principals (such as elementary, 
middle, and high school principals), central office 
personnel (the superintendent and various positions within 
the central office), and all school board members should be 
made to further explain the areas of shared educational
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decision making in the 10 organizational areas included in 
this study by actual and desired participation.
2. School board chairpersons should be encouraged by 
the Tennessee State School Board to participate in surveys.
3. Principals should be given the opportunity to 
implement shared decision making with support by school 
board chairpersons, central office personnel, and 
superintendents.
4. Central office personnel should be given more 
participation in staff development.
5. School board personnel should be given more 
participation in the area of plant management.
6. Replication of the study on a state level would 
help the legislature to further determine a schedule for 
implementation of shared educational decision making since 
the knowledge, on the state level, of the actual and desired 
participation in the 10 organizational decision areas would 
give more specific direction for understanding, professional 
development, and implementation.
7. The State Department of Education, colleges and 
universities, and local education administration should make 
all stakeholders aware of the areas of shared educational 
decisions and the areas of organizational decisions. The 
responses of "sometimes" and "often," in most areas, should 
be "usually" and "always" if school-based decision making is 
to become a goal in this state.
8 . School board chairpersons must be educated to help 
them understand their need to increase participation in 
pupil personnel both actually and desired.
9. The State Board oC Education and the State 
Department oC Education needs to be informed of desires of 
decision makers in the local school districts of Tennessee 
as related to shared decision making.
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APPENDIX A 
MASTER PLAN FOR TENNESSEE SCHOOLS, 1990
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Master Plan for Tennessee Schools. 1990
The Goal:
School-Based Decision Making will be the rule rather 
than the exception in schools.
Current Situation:
The quality of schools in Tennessee varies 
considerably. A few school systems have experimented with 
shared decision making. For schools to be effective, those 
closest to the situation must have the authority to fashion 
programs to meet the needs of the students.
Strategies:
1. Implement school-based decision making by 
authorizing school boards, superintendents, principals, 
teachers, parents and community leaders to fulfill enlarged 
roles as decision makers in the schools within the limits 
established by law and policy.
Implementation Schedule: To be implemented upon
legislative action in 1991. Phase in all schools within 4 
years.
2. Provide staff development opportunities and 
resources to local educators to enable them to implement 
school-based decision making. Establish ten schools as 
model demonstration sites in school-based decision making.
Implementation Schedule: Provide staff development
through the professional package beginning in FY 92. 
Initiate model demonstration sites in FY 92.
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3. Involve teachers in decision making in schools in 
regard to curriculum, textbooks, discipline, professional 
development, and other matters related to the teaching- 
learning process.
Implementation Schedule: Provide staff development
through the professional development package beginning in 
FY 92.
4. Make parents and community leaders active partners 
with school boards in the development of educational goals; 
involve parents in the school-based decision making process.
Implementation Schedule: Provide training through the
professional development package beginning in FY 92.
5. Develop state-level programs designed to instill 
positive attitudes and high self-esteem among all 
individuals who work and study in local schools.
Implementation Schedule; Is being implemented.
Indicators of Progress:
1. Number of schools implementing school-based 
decision making.
2. Student performance in TCAP, absentees, retentions, 
dropouts and other assessments in schools that have 
implemented school-based decision making.
3. Attitude of school personnel and community leaders 
as determined by survey,
APPENDIX B 
SURVEY INSTRUMENT
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Dear First District School Leader,
I am in need of your assistance. I am a doctoral 
student at East Tennessee State University. Currently, I am 
also the Principal of Unicoi County Middle School. You have 
been selected as a school leader in the First Educational 
District of Tennessee to participate in a study concerning 
shared decision making in the public schools. The purpose 
of the study is to discover the actual and desired 
attributes in the area of shared decision making. I am 
asking for your responses. There are no right or wrong 
answers. Your returned survey responses will be added to 
those of your peers and the results will be shared with you, 
if you request. All responses to this survey will be 
anonymous. Your name on the return address is for my 
information gathering purposes ONLY.
Please return the completed survey in the stamped self- 
addressed envelope by January 15, 1994. Thank you for 
participating in this survey. Your professionalism and 
assistance to a fellow colleague are greatly appreciated.
If you would like further information, you may call Allen 
Rogers at 743-4912, or write 326 Carolina Avenue, Erwin, TN 
37650-1704. Thanks 1
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SHARED EDUCATION DECISIONS SURVEY0
This survey is designed to obtain perceptions concerning 
involvement in shared decision making. For the following 
items, please indicate by CIRCLING the appropriate response 
in each column:
1 .
2 .
how frequently you perceive you are involved in 
making each decision (Actual column) and 
how frequently you would like to be involved in 
making each decision (Desired column).
It is important that you attempt to provide a response in
both columns for each item. Except where indicated by the
wording of a particular item, respond to each item as it 
applies only to a building-level decision.
KEYt 1 ■ Never, 2 » Rarely, 3 ■ Sometimes, 4 « Often,
5 - Usually, 6 * Always
ACTUAL DESIRED
N R S 0 U A N R S 0 U A
E A 0 F S L E A 0 F s L
V R M T U N V R M T u W
E E E E A A E E E E A A
R L T N L Y R L T N L Y
Y I L S Y I L S
M Y M Y
E E
S S
Planning
1. Designing change 
initiatives at the 
district level.... 1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
2. Designing change 
initiatives at the 
building level ___ 1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
3. Developing a district
philosophy statement......  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
4. Developing a school
philosophy statement......  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
5. Setting district-level 
goals................ 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6
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6. Setting building-level
goals.....................  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
7. Planning long-term 
district-level educational
improvements..............  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
8. Planning long-term 
building-level educational
improvements..............  1 2 3 4 5  6 1 2 3 4 5 6
9. Planning short-term 
district-level educational
improvements..............  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
10. Planning short-term 
building-level educational
improvements..............  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
11. Determining who will be 
involved in district-wide
change initiatives........  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
12. Determining who will be 
involved in school-wide
change initiatives........  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
ffpMgy
13. Setting guidelines for
homework..................  1 2 3 4 5  6 1 2 3 4 5  6
14. Setting guidelines for
student conduct, discipline 1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
15. Determining guidelines for
student retention.........  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
16. Determining student
grading practices.........  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
17. Establishing student
attendance policies.......  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
18. Setting guidelines for 
student testing and
assessment................  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
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19. Determining specific 
standardized tests and 
other forms of student
assessments...............  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
20. Establishing academic 
eligibility policies for 
student participation in
extracurricular activities. 1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
21. Setting guidelines 
for evaluation of
administrators  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
22. Setting guidelines for
evaluation of teachers  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
23. Setting guidelines for 
evaluation of educational
support personnel  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
Curriculum/Instruction
24. Choosing content/program 
areas for curriculum
development  .........  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
25. Choosing content for 
inclusion in curriculum
documents.................  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
26. Selecting textbooks........ 1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
27. Selecting instructional
materials.................  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
28. Determining changes in
course offerings   1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
29. Determining teaching
methodologies.............  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
30. Evaluating programs.......  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
31. Evaluating curriculum  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
32. Evaluating textbooks......  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
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33. Designing new academic
programs..................  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
Pupil Personnel
34. Determining student 
placement for instructional
programs  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2  3 4 5  6
35. Determining recommended
student class size  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
36. Determining methods of 
reporting student progress
to parents................  1 2  3 4 5  6 1 2  3 4 5 6
37. Helping to solve a 
student's academic
problems..................  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
38. Helping to solve a 
student's personal
problems..................  1 2  3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5 6
39. Choosing student support 
services administered by
guidance..................  1 2 3  4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5  6
40. Determining pupils who are 
given commendations,
awards, and scholarships... 1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
fltaff Personnel
41. Hiring district
administrators  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
42. Hiring building
administrators  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
43. Hiring instructional
personnel  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
44. Hiring educational support
personnel  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
45. Selecting department heads. 1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
46. Orientating new personnel.. 1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
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47. Assigning teaching duties.. 1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
48. Determining duty
assignments  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
49. Granting tenure to
administrators  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
50. Granting tenure to teachers 1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
51. Reducing staff  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
52. Assigning staff to
committees  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
53. Planning agendas for staff
meetings..................  1 2 3  4 5  6 1 2  3 4 5  6
54. Resolving employee
grievances................  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
School/Community Relations
55. Involving community/civic 
groups in school
activities  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
56. Involving business groups
in school activities  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
57. Selecting community or 
business representatives 
for involvement in school
committees  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
58. Determining content of 
school news released to
the media  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
59. Determining the extent of 
influence citizen committees
have over school decisions. 1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
60. Distributing outside 
resources within the
school  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
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61. Resolving difficulties 
with community/business
groups....................  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
Parental Involvement
62. Selecting parents for 
involvement in school
committees................  1 2  3 4 5 6 1 2 3 4 5  6
63. Selecting parents for 
involvement in shared 
decision making committees
or councils...............  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
64. Determining the amount of 
influence the PTA will have
on school functioning  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
65. Setting agenda items for
parent meetings...........  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
66. Resolving parental
complaints  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
Staff Development
67. Assigning staff to staff
development committees  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
68. Carrying out staff 
development needs
assessments............  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
69. Designing staff development
committees................  1 2  3 4 5  6 1 2 3 4 5  6
70. Implementing staff
development actitivies  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
71. Specifying staff 
development evaluation
activities................  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
Budget
72. Formulating the district-
level budget..............  1 2 3 4  5 6 1 2 3 4 5  6
Appendix B (continued)
73. Formulating building-level 
budgets...................  1 2  3 4
74. Formulating department/ 
grade-level budgets.......  1 2  3 4
75. Allocating monies for
textbooks.................  1 2 3  4
76. Allocating monies for 
curriculum development  1 2  3 4
77. Allocating monies for
plant decisions...........  1 2  3 4
78. Managing the district-level 
budget....................  1 2  3 4
79. Managing the building-level 
budget  .............  1 2 3 4
80. Managing department/grade-
level budgets.............  1 2  3 4
81. Cutting monies from the 
district-level budget  1 2  3 4
82. Cutting monies from the
building-level budget  1 2  3 4
83. Cutting monies from 
department/grade-level
budgets...................  1 2  3 4
Plant Management
84. Determining priority use
of school facilities...... 1 2  3 4
85. Determining the choice of
capital projects..........  1 2  3 4
86. Determining the scheduling
of capital projects.......  1 2  3 4
87. Determining priorities for 
facilities planning.......  1 2  3 4
88.
89.
90.
91.
92.
93.
94.
95.
96.
97.
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Determining priorities Cor
facilities maintenance  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
Determining busing
schedules.................. 1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
Determining bus routes  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
Determining the number o£ 
buses utilized Cor
student transportation  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
Determining the hours of
the school schedule........  1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4 5 6
Please circle your current position:
a. School Board Chairperson
b. Central Office Personnel
(Please state title_______________________)
c. Principal - (Please check current position)
  Elementary  Middle ____  Secondary
Your sex: _____Male _____  Female
Your Age: _____
Professional education experience* in years: _________
Check the highest academic degree you hold: 
a. ____ B.S. b. ____  M.A. C .  ______  M .A. + 45
d. ____ Ed. S. e. ____  Ed.D. or Ph.D. f. ____  Other
APPENDIX C
OVERALL MEANS BY POSITION FOR ACTUAL AND DESIRED AREAS
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Overall-Means bv Position for Actual and Desired.Areas
Mean
Category Population Prin Cent Off SchBdCh
Actual planning 48.66 49.55 46.68 48.43
Actual policy 39.56 39.78 38.88 41.29
Actual curriculum/ 
instruction 36.40 36.78 36.14 31.88
Actual pupil 
personnel 26.12 28.80 21.33 17.63
Actual staff 
personnel 52.50 55.68 46.49 43.29
Actual school/ 
community 27.60 29.72 23.21 25.38
Actual parental 
involvement 19.85 22.67 14.58 13.88
Actual staff 
development 21.14 21.92 20.39 13.25
Actual budget 41.32 42.74 37.57 45.88*
Actual plant 
management 27.93 26.84 24.45 39.87*
Desired planning 57.19 59.20 53.24 54.13
Desired policy 50.58 53.23 45.21 49.00
Desired curriculum/ 
instruction 43.84 45.40 40.84 40.13
Desired pupil 
personnel 29.75 32.94 24.12 19.25
Appendix C (continued)
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Mean
Category Population Prin Cent Off SchBdCh
Desired staff 
personnel 62.13 65.96 55.05 52.33
Desired school/ 
community 30.78 33.26 25.75 28.86
Desired parental 
involvement 21.37 24.30 15.95 15.25
Desired staff 
development 22.86 24.10 21.20* 14.63
Desired budget 48.89 52.40 40.77 47.71
Desired plant 
management 35.97 38.88 28.71 42.00
Note. Prin = Principals; Cent Off = Central Office 
Personnel; SchBdCh = School Board Chairpersons.
APPENDIX D
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Category Demographic/Group 2-tailed
DBUDGET SEX FEMALE .0230
APLANT AGE 60-69 & *70 AND OVER .0103
APLANT AGE 50-59 & *70 AND OVER .0015
APLANT AGE 40-49 & *70 AND OVER .0018
APLANT AGE 30-39 & *70 AND OVER .0033
ABUDGET AGE 60-69 & *70 AND OVER .0336
ABUDGET AGE 50-59 & *70 AND OVER .0066
ABUDGET AGE 40-49 & *70 AND OVER .0099
ABUDGET AGE 30-39 & *70 AND OVER .0106
DPUPIL AGE *60-69 & 70 AND OVER .0122
DPUPIL AGE *50-59 & 70 AND OVER .0233
DPUPIL AGE *40-49 & 70 AND OVER .0142
DPUPIL AGE *30-39 & 70 AND OVER .0065
DPUPIL AGE *30-39 & 40 -49 .0354
APARENT EDUCATION *MA+45 & EDD .0389
DPARENT EDUCATION *MA+45 & EDD .0112
ASCHOOL EDUCATION *EDS i EDD .0494
DSCHOOL EDUCATION *EDS ■St EDD .0314
DPARENT EDUCATION *EDS J& EDD .0177
APUPIL EDUCATION *MA+45 & OTHER .0483
DPUPIL EDUCATION *MA+45 & OTHER .0393
DSCHOOL EDUCATION *MA & EDD .0015
APARENT EDUCATION *MA & EDD .0243
DPARENT EDUCATION *MA &. EDD .0004
DSTAFDEV EDUCATION *MA & EDD .0398
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DPIiANT EDUCATION '*MA & EDD .0085
DPLAN EDUCATION BS £i *MA .0323
DPLAN EDUCATION BS £[ <.EDS .0473
DPLAN EDUCATION BS £t *EDD .0460
DSCHOOL EDUCATION *MA & MA+45 .0417
DPUPIL EDUCATION *EDS Ii OTHER .0190
APARENT EDUCATION *EDS I& OTHER .0424
DPARENT EDUCATION *EDS I& OTHER .0324
ACURR EXPERIENCE <5 A *31-40 YEARS .0188
ASTAFF EXPERIENCE <5 & *31-40 YEARS .0453
ACURR EXPERIENCE <5 & *26-30 YEARS .0079
APUPIL EXPERIENCE <5 & *26-30 YEARS .0232
ASTAFF EXPERIENCE <5 & *26-30 YEARS .0374
ASTAFDEV EXPERIENCE <5 & *26-30 YEARS .0256
DSTAFDEV EXPERIENCE <5 & *26-30 YEARS .0278
ACURR EXPERIENCE
*•
<5 & *21-25 YEARS .0225
APUPIL EXPERIENCE <5 & *21-25 YEARS .0195
ASTAFF EXPERIENCE <5 & *21-25 YEARS .0307
ASTAFDEV EXPERIENCE <5 & *21-25 YEARS .0283
DSTAFDEV EXPERIENCE <5 & *21-25 YEARS .0338
ACURR EXPERIENCE <5 & *16-20 YEARS .0273
DSTAFDEV EXPERIENCE <5 & *16-20 YEARS ,0473
ACURR EXPERIENCE <5 & *11-15 YEARS .0489
APUPIL EXPERIENCE <5 & *11-15 YEARS .0124
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ASTAFP EXPERIENCE <5 &
ASTAFDEV EXPERIENCE <5 &
APOLICY EXPERIENCE 6-10
DCURR EXPERIENCE 6-10
ASTAFF EXPERIENCE 6-10
APOLICY EXPERIENCE 6-10
ACURR EXPERIENCE 6-10
DCURR EXPERIENCE 6-10
APLAN EXPERIENCE 6-10
APOLICY EXPERIENCE 6-10
ACURR EXPERIENCE 6-10
DCURR EXPERIENCE 6-10
DSTAFF EXPERIENCE 6-10
APLAN EXPERIENCE 6-10
APOLICY EXPERIENCE 6-10
ACURR EXPERIENCE 6-10
DCURR EXPERIENCE 6-10
APLAN EXPERIENCE 6-10
DSTAFF EXPERIENCE 6-10
APLAN EXPERIENCE 6-10
APOLICY EXPERIENCE 6-10
ASTAFF EXPERIENCE 6-10
ASTAFF EXPERIENCE <5 &
ASTAFDEV EXPERIENCE <5 &
*11-15 YEARS .0119
*11-15 YEARS .0424
& *11-15 YEARS .0207
& *11-15 YEARS .0111
& *11-15 YEARS .0477
& *16-20 YEARS .0388
& *16-20 YEARS .0311
& *16-20 YEARS .0207
& *21-25 YEARS .0294
& *21-25 YEARS .0073
& *21-25 YEARS .0199
& *21-25 YEARS .0132
& *21-25 YEARS .0360
& *26-30 YEARS .0497
& *26-30 YEARS .0168
& *26-30 YEARS .0095
& *26-30 YEARS .0464
& *OVER 40 YEARS .0304
& *OVER 40 YEARS .0249
& *31-40 YEARS .0414
& *31-40 YEARS .0221
& *31-40 YEARS .0472
♦OVER 40 YEARS .0321
♦OVER 40 YEARS .0242
Appendix D (continued)
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DSTAFDEV EXPERIENCE <5 & *OVER 40 YEARS .0288
DSCHOOL EXPERIENCE *16-20 & 21-25 YEARS .0326
ASTAFDEV EXPERIENCE 16-20 & *OVER 40 YEARS .0386
DCURR EXPERIENCE *16-20 St 31-40 YEARS .0494
DCURR EXPERIENCE *21-25 & 31-40 YEARS .0313
ASTAFDEV EXPERIENCE 21-25 & *OVER 40 YEARS .0320
DSTAFDEV EXPERIENCE 21-25 & *OVER 40 YEARS .0472
DPUPIL EXPERIENCE *26-30 & 31-40 YEARS .0421
DPUPIL EXPERIENCE 31-40 & *OVER 40 YEARS .0377
Note. DBUDGET - Desired budget
APLANT o Actual plant management
ABUDGET » Actual budget
DPUPIL b Desired pupil personnel
APARENT b Actual parental involvement
DPARENT o Desired parental involvement
ASCHOOL = Actual school/community
DSCHOOL b Desired school/community
APUPIL b Actual pupil personnel
DPUPIL b Desired pupil personnel
DSTAFDEV b Desired staff development
DPLANT b Desired plant management
DPLAN b Desired planning
ACURR b Actual curriculum/instruction
ASTAFF « Actual staff personnel
ASTAFDEV b Actual staff development
APOLICY b Actual policy
DCURR b Desired curriculum/instruction
APLAN b Actual planning
DSTAFF b Desired staff personnel
(* = group causing the significance, based on mean)
APPENDIX E 
MANN-WHITNEY U TESTS RESULTS BY GENDER
145
Appendix E 
Mann-Whitnev U Test Results bv Gender
Mean
Organizational area Gender rank Mean Cases z 2-tailed p
Principals
Actual planning M 70.29 49.30 112
F 76.02 50.47 30 -.68 .50
Desired planning M 64.20 58.52 108
F 81.21 62.04 26 -2.01* .04
Actual policy M 72.93 40.00 114
F 68.33 38.97 29 -.54 .59
Desired policy M 63.66 52.62 107
F 78.66 55.88 25 -1.77 .08
Actual curriculum/instruction M 68.81 36.19 113
F 79.82 39.14 28 -1.28 .20
Desired curriculum/instruction M 65.42 44.51 109
F 84.84 48.72 29 -2.33* .02 146
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Mean
Organizational area GenderrankMeanCasesz2-tailed p
Actual pupil personnelM7l.2228.73113 
F74.9329.10 30-.44.66 
Desired pupil personnelM67.5432.49112 
F84.3434.69 29-1.98*.05 
Actual sta£f personnelM64.8455.82104 
F63.0255.08 24-.22.83 
Desired staff personnelM59.0565.72100 
F65.0067.21 19-.69.49 
Actual school/communityM66.0029.05111 
F85.8632.36 28-2.33*.02 
Desired school/corranunityM62.6432.63107 
F84.9635.88 26-2.66*.01 
Actual parental involvementM67.0422.22112 
F84.3424.46 28-2.03*.04 147
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Mean
Organizational area GenderrankMeanCasesz.2-tailed p
Desired parental involvementM65.1923.99109 
F79.7925.58 2S-1.71.09 
Actual staff developmentM67.6921.34114 
F88.9524.21 29-2.48*.01 
Desired staff developmentM66.6423.66113 
F86.6525.89 27-2.32*.02 
Actual budgetM66.7141.74111 
F80.9846.89 27-1.66.10 
Desired budgetM67.1952.27108 
F68.8152.96 26-.19.85 
Actual Plant managementM67.3128.07112 
F83.2531.93 28-1.86.06 
Desired plant managementM67.4038.42110 
F77.7740.71 28-1.23.22
Appendix E {continued)
Mean
Organizational area GenderrankMeanCasesz2-tailed p
- 1
Central Office Personnel 
Actual planningM37.1049.92 39 
F23.7141.42 24-2.82*.00 
Desired planningM35.0454.74 39 
F2S.5050.70 23-2.01*.04 
Actual policyM35.8740.93 42 
F27.7635.13 23-1.65.10 
Desired policyM33.2345.79 42 
F29.5544.05 21-.75.45 
Actual curriculum/instructionM31.1435.33 40 
F34.7737.50 24-.76.45 
Desired curriculum/instructionM29.4439.41 39 
F35.0043.26 23-1.17.24
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Mean
Organizational area GenderrankMeanCases.z2-tailed E
Actual pupil personnelM33.642l.74 42 
F33 .2520.63 24-.08.94 
Desired pupil personnelM31.6523.61 41 
F35.5125.00 24-.76.45 
Actual staff personnelM31.3548.65 37 
F24.6542.50 20-1.46.15 
Desired staff personnelM29.3855.51 39 
F26.4754.00 17-.62.54 
Actual school/communityM37.0925.45 40 
F23.1519.30 23-2.91*.00 
Desired school/conjmunityM36.7727.51 41 
F23.1122.45 22-2.82*.00 
Actual parental involvementM37.9615.86 42 
F25.6912.33 24-2.51*.01
Appendix E (continued)
Mean
Organizational area GenderrankMeanCasesz2-tailed p
Desired parental involvementM35.2416.93 42 
F27 .2714.09 22-1.64.10 
Actual staff developmentM33.3920.59 41 
F30.9120.04 23-.51.61 
Desired staff developmentM31.6620.68 41 
F34.0022.13 23-.48.63 
Actual budgetM34.0840.55 38 
F25.9132.65 23-1.74.08 
Desired budgetM31.7743.43 35 
F24.5936.55 22-1.59.11 
Actual plant raanagementM37.3527.83 41 
F23.8518.43 23-2.79*.01 
Desired plant managementM35.4731.63 40 
F24.2723.41 22-2.34*.02 151
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Mean
Organizational area GenderrankMeanCasesz2-tailed p
School Board Chairpersons 
Actual planningM4.3049.20 5 
F3 .2546.50 2-.59.56
Desired planningM4.0051.20 5 
F5.3359.00 3-.75.46
Actual policyM4.3844.00 4
F3.5037.67 3-.54.59
Desired policyM4.7551.00 4
F3. 0046.33 3-1.06.29
Actual curriculum/instructionM4.9036.00 5 
F3.8323.67 3-.60.55
Desired curriculum/instructionMS.4042.60 5 
F3.0036.00 3-1.34.18
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Mean
Organizational area GenderrankMeanCases^2-tailed p
Actual pupil personnelM4.8018.00 5 
F4.0016.67 3-.45.65
Desired pupil personnelM4.3019.40 5
F4.8319.00 3-.30.76
Actual staf£ personnelM3.7541.75 4
F4.3345.33 3-.35.72
Desired sta£f personnelM3.0046.67 3
F4.0058.00 3-.65.51
Actual school/comtminityMS .2026.00 5
F3.3324.33 3-1.04.30
Desired school/communityM3.6027.80 5
F5.0031.50 2-.78.43
Actual parental involvementM4.00l2.00 5 
F5.3315.67 3-.75.46
Appendix E (continued)
Mean
Organizational area GenderrankMeanCases.z2- tailed p
Desired parental involvementM3-4012.SO 5 
F6.3319.67 3-1.64.10
Actual sta£f developmentM4.2012.00 5 
F5.0015.33 3-.48.63
Desired staff developmentM3.4012.60 5
F6.3318.00 3-1.68.09
Actual budgetM3.9045.20 5 
F4.2547.50 2-.20.85
Desired budgetM3.8047.20 5 
F4.5049.00 2-.39.70
Actual plant managementM4.4039.80 5 
F4.6740.00 3-.15.88
Desired plant managementM3.6039.80 5 
F6.0045.67 3-1.34.18
* < .05.
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KRUSKAL-WALLIS ANALYSIS OP VARIANCE RESULTS 
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Appendix F
Kruskal-Wallis Analysis of Variance Results Showing Differences in Actual and PeBired
Levels of Participation for Groups bv Age 
(Areas without Significant Differences)
Standard
Organizational area Mean deviation Cases X3 Probability
Overall Summary
Actual planning 48.66 10.61 212 9.79 .08
Desired planning 57.19 9.25 204 2.29 .68
Actual policy 39.55 11.54 215 7.00 .22
Desired policy 50.58 10.31 202 8.68 .12
Actual curriculum/instruction 36.40 10.92 213 9.55 .09
Desired curriculum/instruction 43.84 9.73 208 4.58 .47
Actual pupil personnel 26.12 7.45 217 10.91 .053
Desired pupil personnel 29.75 7.57 214 12.78* .02
Actual staff personnel 52.50 13.71 192 4.78 .44
Desired staff personnel 62.13 13.03 181 3.09 .69
Actual school/community 27.60 8.05 210 6.38 .27
Desired school/community 30.78 7.51 203 6.95 .23
Appendix F (continued)
Organizational area Mean
Standard
deviation Cases X3 Probability
Overall Summary
Actual parental involvement 19.85 6.48 214 5.33 .38
Desired parental involvement 21.37 6.56 207 2.38 .79
Actual staff development 21.14 5.93 215 6.26 .28
Desired staff development 22.86 5.35 212 1.87 .87
Actual budget 41.32 13.76 206 11.86* .04
Desired budget 48.89 12.61 198 3.30 .65
Actual plant management 27.93 11.04 212 11.72* .04
Desired plant management 35.97 10.61 208 9.23 .10
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Appendix F (continued)
Mean
Organizational area Age group Mean rank S .D. a X2
Actual planning
Desired planning
Principals
Missing 45.67 11.64 18
20-29 43.00 28.00 0.00 1
30-39 47.33 52.60 8.81 15
40-49 49.67 60.41 10.06 64
50-59 51.31 67.53 9.79 35
60-69 54.00 78.11 5.83 9
(Overall) 49.55 9.93 142
Missing 57.38 9.23 16
30-39 59.25 60.17 8.73 12
40.49 59.72 61.16 7.66 64
50-59 58.70 54.62 7.04 33
60-69 60.56 64.72 7.55 9
(Overall) 59.20 7.73 134
4.67 .32
1.04 .79 158
Appendix F (continued)
Organizational area Age group Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n X2
Actual policy Missing 36.56 11.38 18
20-29 27.00 13.50 0.00 1
30-39 36.75 52.44 10.80 16
40-49 39.41 61.10 9.92 64
50-59 43.89 73.73 11.69 35
60-69 39.78 59.06 12.08 9
(Overall) 39.78 10.96 143 6.59 .16
Desired policy Missing 52.63 8.80 16
20-29 56.00 69.00 0.00 1
30-39 55.79 71.57 8.84 14
40-49 51.34 49.31 7.54 62
50-59 54.94 65.37 7.22 31
60-69 57.75 78.88 6.50 8
(Overall) 53.23 7.86 132 11.09 .03* 159
Appendix F (continued)
Organizational area Age group Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n Xa
Actual curriculum/instruction
Desired curriculum/instruction
Missing 35.00 10.12 18
20-29 18.00 4.00 0.00 1
30-39 31.53 44.53 10.16 15
40-49 37.06 62.41 11.14 64
50-59 39.88 71.35 9.49 34
60-69 36.44 59.28 6.09 9
(Overall) 36.78 10.49 141
Missing 44.71 9.32 17
20-29 43.00 47.50 0.00 1
30-39 45.93 62.07 8.95 15
40-49 44.92 59.08 8.24 65
50-59 46.45 64.85 8.74 31
60-69 45.89 61.28 8.49 9
(Overall) 45.40 8.46 138
8*66 .07
.73 .95 160
Appendix F (continued)
Organizational area Age group Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n Xa £)
Actual pupil personnel Missing 27.94 6.02 17
20-29 21.00 11.00 0.00 1
30-33 29.53 69.37 3.87 15
40-49 27.62 54.89 6.05 66
50-59 31.46 78.80 5.25 35
60-69 28.44 63.22 9.86 9
(Overall) 28.80 6.11 143 12.31 .02*
Desired pupil personnel Missing 32.94 5.41 18
20-29 33.00 59.50 0.00 1
30-39 33.50 64.14 5.03 14
40-49 31.89 54.76 5.07 66
50-59 34.42 71.68 4.72 33
60-69 34.33 76.56 7.91 9
(Overall) 32.94 5.26 141 6.74 .15
Appendix F (continued)
Organizational area Age group Mean
Mean
rank S.D. X2
Actual staff personnel
Desired staff personnel
Missing 51.19 11.37 16
20-29 36.00 6.50 0.00 1
30-39 51.47 46.90 12.57 15
40-49 55.51 54.74 12.66 55
50-59 59.85 63.68 11.95 33
60-69 59.00 63.25 7.11 8
(Overall) 55.68 12.35 128
Missing 66.27 10.46 15
20-29 51.00 11.00 0.00 1
30-39 61.46 40.77 11.89 13
40-49 65.42 50.85 10.14 55
50-59 68.63 59.75 9.46 30
60-69 69.60 65.90 17.52 5
(Overall) 65.96 10.46 119
S.81 .21
6.75 .15
Appendix F (continued)
Organizational area Age group Mean
Mean
rank S.D.
Actual school community
Desired school community
Missing 27.41 7.13 17
20-29 17.00 4.00 0.00 1
30-39 31.50 68.68 7.72 14
40-49 29.44 58.50 7.32 66
50-59 30.97 66.11 6.57 32
60-69 30.33 62.33 5.55 9
(Overall) 29.72 7.13 139
Missing 32.63 7.11 16
20-29 28.00 26.00 0.00 1
30-39 34.79 67.43 6.60 14
40-49 32.89 56.72 6.10 64
50-59 33.53 59.27 5.46 30
60-69 34.50 65.63 6.82 8
(Overall) 33.26 6.12 133
4.26 .37
2.42 .66 163
Appendix F (continued)
Organizational area Age group Mean
Mean
rank S.D. U
Actual parental involvement
Desired parental involvement
Missing 23.35 4.51 17
20-29 15.00 59.00 0.00 1
30-39 22.86 126.64 5.07 14
40-49 22.13 94.04 5.56 64
50-59 23.57 98.45 5.42 35
60-69 22.33 109.75 3.46 9
(Overall) 22.67 5.24 140
Missing 25.41 4.39 17
20-29 21.00 85.50 0.00 1
30-39 23.00 110.69 5.31 13
40-49 24.35 96.08 4.68 63
50-59 24.67
i
93.51 4.58 33
60-69 22.50 94.92 6.72 8
(Overall) 24.30 4.79 135
5.33 .38
2.38 .79
Appendix F (continued)
Organizational area Age group Mean
Mean
rank S.D. a X* E
Actual staff development Kissing 22.72 4.52 18
20-29 20.00 45.00 0.00 1
30-39 22.83 69.38 6.28 16
40-49 20.68 55.23 5.87 65
50-59 22.69 67.96 4.54 35
60-69 26.25 93.94 3.01 8
(Overall) 21.92 5.44 143 10.32 .04*
Desired staff development Missing 25.50 3 .75 18
20-29 23.00 51.00 0.00 1
30-39 24.40 64.90 4.50 15
40-49 23.08 54.73 4.60 63
50-59 25.11 71.01 3.51 34
60-69 24.11 68.44 6.45 9
(Overall) 24.09 4.41 140 5.41 .25 165
Appendix F (continued)
Organizational area Age group Mean
Mean
rank S.D.
Actual budget
Desired budget
Missing 40.67 13.16 18
20-29 58.00 104.00 0.00 1
30-39 39.19 49.88 14.21 16
40-49 44.78 65.10 12.62 60
50-59 41.68 57.56 12.74 34
60-69 42.00 55.00 10.26 9
(Overall) 42.75 12.78 138
Missing 51.12 10.71 17
20-29 40.00 17.50 0.00 1
30-39 45.79 37.68 10.63 14
40-49 53.68 62.78 9.02 60
50-59 53.03 59.59 10.02 33
60-69 55.67 69.44 14.01 9
(Overall) 52.40 10.22 134
4.58 .33
8.66 .07 166
Appendix F (continued)
Organizational area Age group Mean
Mean
rank S.D.
Actual plant management
Desired plant management
Missing 31.61 8.87 18
20-29 34.00 87.00 0.00 1
30-39 26.56 54.00 9.56 16
40-49 28.16 60.35 10.67 62
50-59 28.35 61.47 8.08 34
60-69 33.33 80.00 8.69 9
(Overall) 28.84 9.62 140
Missing 40.12 6.76 17
20-29 28.00 11.50 0.00 1
30-39 35.63 51.63 10.34 16
40-49 38.66 60.26 7.06 62
50-59 39.15 62.86 7.21 33
60-69 44.11 81.44 10.67 9
(Overall) 38.88 7.89 138
3.77 .44
6.33 .18
Appendix F (continued)
Organizational area Age group Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n
Central Office Personnel
Actual planning
Desired planning
Missing 65.00 0.00 1
40-49 45.00 28.65 11.12 34
50-59 47.28 33.86 13.10 22
60-69 47.75 33.00 9.36 4
Over 70 58.00 51.00 0.00 2
(Overall) 46.68 11.81 63
Missing 65.00 0.00 1
40-49 52.75 29.86 9.52 32
50-59 52.45 30.82 12.68 22
60-69 54.40 32.30 9.26 5
Over 70 61.00 48.00 0.00 2
(Overall) 53.24 10.57 62
3.60 .31
2.00 .57
Appendix F (continued)
Organizational area Age group Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n
Actual policy
Desired policy
40-49 37.88 31.09 12.47 34
50-59 41.13 37.27 14.25 24
60-69 40.80 35.30 10.87 5
Over 70 24.00 8.50 0.00 2
(Overall) 38.88 13.05 65
40-49 46.72 33.83 11.88 32
50-59 44.42 31.38 13.57 24
60-69 47.40 34.30 10.04 5
Over 70 25.00 4.50 0.00 2
(Overall) 45.21 12.66 63
5.01 .17
4.94 .18
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Appendix F (continued)
Organizational area Age group Mean
Mean
rank S.D.
Actual curriculum/instruction
Desired curriculum/instruction
Missing 50.00 0.00 1
40-49 37.39 34.53 12.38 33
50-59 35.37 31.67 10.22 23
60-69 31.60 25.40 10.14 5
Over 70 23.00 10.50 0.00 2
(Overall) 36.14 11.48 64
40-49 43.13 35.31 8.89 32
50-59 39.87 29.89 13.52 23
60-69 36.60 24.50 10.71 5
Over 70 26.00 6.50 0.00 2
(Overall) 40.84 11.20 62
4.04 .26
6.21 .10
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Appendix F (continued)
Organizational area Age group Mean
Mean
rank S.D. s W
Actual pupil personnel Missing 21.00 0.00 1
40-49 22.79 37.01 7.61 34
50-59 IB. 92 27.23 5.30 24
60-S9 26.80 44.00 8.17 5
Over 70 12.00 6.50 0.00 2
(Overall) 21.33 7.20 66 9.46 .02*
Desired pupil personnel Missing 21.00 0.00 1
40-49 25.93 36.62 7.56 33
50-59 21.50 26.23 6.98 24
60-69 29.40 45.40 6.88 5
Over 70 14.00 7.50 0.00 2
(Overall) 24.12 7.67 65 10.38 .02*
Appendix F (continued)
Organizational area Age group Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n
Actual staff personnel
Desired staff personnel
40-49 46.66 29.05 12.76 29
50-59 43.36 25.64 16.08 22
60-69 54.75 36.88 17.46 4
Over 70 62.00 49.50 0.00 2
(Overall) 46.49 14.56 57
40-49 57.21 29.91 10.65 29
50-59 49.52 23.48 16.47 21
60-69 60.00 34.63 20.67 4
Over 70 72.00 48.50 | 0.00 2
(Overall) 55.05 14.35 56
4.86 .18
5.79 .12
Appendix F (continued)
Organizational area Age group Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n
Actual school/community
Desired school/community
40-49 22.50 30.28 7.65 32
50-59 22.88 32.04 9.03 24
60-69 25.40 34.40 11.30 5
Over 70 33.00 53.00 0.00 2
(Overall) 23.21 8.46 62
40-49 25.56 30.81 7.70 32
50-59 24.54 30.90 7.37 24
60-69 28.20 34.50 10.57 5
Over 70 37.00 58.00 0.00 2
(Overall) 25.75 7.89 63
3.00 .39
4.36 .23
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Appendix F (continued)
Organizational area Age group Mean
Mean
rank S.D.
Actual parental involvement
Desired parental involvement
Missing 13.00 0.00 ■ 1
40-49 14.26 31.88 4.83 34
50-59 14.04 32.31 4.40 24
60-69 18.20 35.50 9.99 5
Over 70 18.00 54.00 0.00 2
(Overall) 14.58 5.14 66
40-49 16.06 32.24 5.87 33
50-59 15.21 31.56 5.42 24
60-69 18.40 34.10 8.79 5
Over 70 17.00 44.00 0.00 2
(Overall) 15.95 5.82 64
2.73 .44
.88 .83
Appendix F (continued)
Organizational area Age group Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n X3
Actual staff development
Desired staff development
Missing 25.00
oo
*
o
1
40-49 21.19 33.78 4.73 32
50-59 18.96 28.38 6.98 24
60-69 18.60 29.80 9.71 5
Over 70 27.00 52.50 0.00 2
(Overall) 20.39 6.15 64
Missing 25.00 0.00 1
40-49 22.61 36.18 4.35 33
50-59 19.04 24.93 6.42 23
60-69 19.20 29.10 9.71 5
Over 70 26.00 51.50 0.00 2
(Overall) 21.20 5.83 64
3.84 .28
7.57 .06
Appendix F (continued)
Organizational area Age group Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n Xa £
Actual budget Missing 12.00 0.00 1
40-49 39.55 33.15 13.24 33
50-59 32.90 24.50 14.39 20
60-69 36.60 26.00 23.95 5
Over 70 67.00 58.00 0.00 2
(Overall) 37.57 15.70 61 8.42 .04*
Desired budget Missing 12.00 0.00 1
40-49 42.74 30.60 11.40 31
50-59 39.10 25 .95 15.76 20
60-69 41.00 25.70 22.67 5
(Overall) 40.77 14.44 57 1.15 .56
Appendix F (continued)
Organizational area Age group Mean
Mean
rank S.D. X2
Actual plant management
Desired plant management
Missing 9.00 0.00 1
40-49 22.75 30.28 10.42 32
50-59 24.96 32.73 12.47 24
60-69 24.20 27.70 18.16 5
Over 70 54.00 61.50 0.00 2
(Overall) 24.45 12.81 64
Missing 9.00 0.00 1
40-49 27.94 29.77 10.65 31
50-59 28.17 30.28 12.51 23
60-69 29.80 30.70 16.19 5
Over 70 54.00 59.00 0.00 2
(Overall) 28.71 12.54 62
5.79 .12
5.17 .16
Appendix F (continued)
Organizational area Age group Mean
Mean
rank S.D. B X2 U
School Board Chairpersons
Actual planning 40-49 35.75 2.50 2.36 4
50-59 55.00 5.00 0.00 1
Over 70 62.50 6.50 4.95 2
(Overall) 48.43 11.41 7 4.91 .09
Desired planning 40-49 47.00 3.00 8.00 5
50-59 72.00 8.00 0.00 1
Over 70 63.00 6.50 4.24 2
(Overall) 54.13 11.98 8 5.25 .07
Actual policy 40-49 37.25 3.38 3.40 4
50-59 33.00 1.50 0.00 1
Over 70 53.50 6.50 0.71 2
(Overall) 41.29 8.83 7 4.51 .10
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Appendix F (continued)
Organizational area Age group Mean
Mean
rank S.D. X2 £
Desired policy 40-49 45.75 3.25 10.05 4
50-59 45.00 3.00 0.00 1
Over 70 57.50 6.00 7.78 2
(Overall) 49.00 9.71 7 2.41 .30
Actual curriculum/instruction 40-49 33.80 4.90 14.99 5
50-59 20.00 2.50 0.00 1
Over 70 33.00 4.50 18.38 2
(Overall) 31.88 14.14 8 .82 .66
Desired curriculum/instruction 40-49 44.00 5.20 7.31 5
50-59 35.00 2.00 0.00 1
Over 70 33.00 4.00 26.87 2
(Overall) 40.13 12.76 8 1.53 .46
Appendix F (continued)
Organizational area Age group Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n X2 E
Actual pupil personnel 40-49 16.60 4.40 3.85 5
50-59 14.00 2.00 0.00 1
Over 70 22.00 6.00 8.49 2
(Overall) 17.63 5.18 8 1.80 .41
Desired pupil personnel 40-49 18.00 4.10 2.92 5
50-59 21.00 6.00 0.00 1
Over 70 21.50 4.75 10.61 2
(Overall) 19.25 4.89 8 0.54 .77
Actual staff personnel 40-49 36.00 2.50 4.97 4
50-59 56.00 6.00 0.00 1
Over 70 51.50 6.00 12.02 2
(Overall) 43.29 11.01 7 4.50 .11
Appendix F (continued)
Organizational area Age group Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n
Desired staff personnel 40-49 47.75 2.50 12.20 4
50-59 61.00 5.00 0.00 1
Over 70 62.00 6.00 0.00 1
(Overall) 52.33 11.83 6 3.57 .17
Actual school/community 40-49 23.60 3.60 6.43 5
50-59 26.00 5.00 0.00 1
Over 70 29.50 6.50 0.71 2
(Overall) 25.38 5.55 8 2.05 .36
Desired school/community 40-49 26.50 3.00 5.20 4
50-59 34.00 7.00 0.00 1
Over 70 31.00 4.50 0.00 2
(Overall) 28.86 4.81 7 2.95 .23
Appendix F (continued)
Organizational area Age group Mean
Mean
rank S.D.
40-49 11.80 3.40 4.87 5
50-59 15.00 5.00 0.00 1
Over 70 18.50 7.00 3.54 2
(Overall) 13.88 4.97 8
40-49 12.20 3.40 6.30 5
50-59 24.00 8.00 0.00 1
Over 70 18.50 5.50 3.54 2
(Overall) 15.25 6.71 8
Actual parental involvement
Desired parental involvement
3.13 .21
3.38 .18
Actual staff development 40-49 12 .80 4.40 7.53 5
50-59 10 .00 3.50 0.00 1
Over 70 16 .00 5.25 8.49 2
(Overall) 13 .25 6.82 8 .41 .81
Appendix F (continued)
Organizational area Age group Mean
Mean
rank S.D. G X3 E
Desired staff development 40-49 14.00 4.20 6.82 5
50-59 15.00 6.00 0.00 1
Over 70 16.00 4.50 8.49 2
(Overall) 14.63 6.14 8 .47 .79
Actual budget 40-49 39.75 2.50 2.06 4
50-59 55.00 6.00 0.00 1
Over 70 53.50 8.00 4.95 2
(Overall) 45.86 8.03 7 4.58 .10
Desired budget 40-49 42.25 2.50 4.11 4
50-59 55.00 6.00 0.00 1
Over 70 55.00 6.00 2.83 2
(Overall) 47.71 7.50 7 4.50 .11 183
Appendix F (continued)
Organizational area Age group Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n X2 p
Actual plant management 40-49 38.00 4.00 6.89 5
50-59 33.00 2.00 0.00 1
Over 70 48.00 7.00 8.49 2
(Overall) 39.88 8.10 8 3.33 .19
Desired plant management 40-49 39.60 3.60 8.08 5
50-59 44.00 6.00 0.00 1
Over 70 47.00 6.00 9.90 2
(Overall) 42.00 7.95 8 1.80 .41
* < .05.
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KRUSKAL-WALLIS ANALYSIS OP VARIANCE RESULTS 
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Appendix 6
Kruskal-Wallis Analysis of Variance Results Showing Differences in Actual and Desired
Levels of Participation for Groups bv Educational Level 
(Areas without Significant Differences)
Standard
Category Mean deviation Cases X2 Signif.
Overall Summary
Actual planning 48.58 10.57 211 6.20 .29
Desired planning 57.15 9.25 203 6.50 .26
Actual policy 39.50 11.53 214 2.65 .75
Desired policy 50.58 10.34 201 1.63 .90
Actual curriculum/instruction 36.54 10.89 212 3.61 .61
Desired curriculum/instruction 43.98 9.53 207 2.07 .84
Actual pupil personnel 26.17 7.43 217 6.57 .26
Desired pupil personnel 29.83 7.51 213 8.67 .12
Actual staff personnel 52.55 13.73 191 4.76 .45
Desired staff personnel 62.13 13.03 181 4.96 .42
Actual school/community 27.59 8.07 209 5.30 .38 186
Appendix G (continued)
Category Mean
Standard
deviation Cases X2 Signif.
Desired school/community 30.78 7.53 202 12.35 .03*
Actual parental involvement 19.84 6.50 213 10.36 .06
Desired parental involvement 21.37 6.57 206 17.01 .00*
Actual staff development 21.20 5.90 214 8.91 .11
Desired staff development 22.92 5.29 211 11.16 .05*
Actual budget 41.28 13.78 205 4.41 .49
Desired budget 48.87 12.64 197 2.61 .76
Actual plant management 27.81 10.91 211 8.59 .13
Desired plant management 35.89 10.56 207 7.00 .22
* p < .05.
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Appendix G (continued)
Category Education Mean
Mean
rank S.D. D X2 E
Principals
Actual planning BS 41.00 48.50 18.38 2
MA 47.69 62.63 9.24 51
MA+45 49.73 3.27 10.00 60
EDS 51.95 82.00 9.48 20
EDD 53.38 85.50 9.90 8
Other 72.00 142.00 0.00 1
(Overall) 49.55 9.95 142 8.29 .14
np>siTT»d planning BS 51.00 48.00 18.38 2
MA 58.74 65.63 8.27 47
MA+45 58.48 62.13 7.13 56
EDS 60.65 76.60 7.01 20
EDD 63.75 90.06 5.31 8
Other 72.00 133.00 0.00 1
(Overall) 59.20 7.73 134 8.36 .14 188
Appendix 6 (continued)
Category Education Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n X3 E
Actual policy BS 44.50 76.50 26.16 2
MA 38.27 67.07 9.37 51
MA+45 40.57 74.42 11.80 61
EDS A o • to o 74.47 11.79 20
EDD 41.00 77.06 9.77 9
(Overall) 39.78 10.96 143 1.16 .88
Desired policy BS 48.50 61.25 23.33 2
MA 54.19 69.76 6.88 48
MA+45 52.57 62.88 7.75 54
EDS 52.84 67.39 9.13 19
EDD 54.00 70.11 7.98 9
(Overall) 53.23 7.86 132 .96 .92
Appendix G (continued)
Category Education Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n X2 E
Actual curriculum/instruction BS 34.50 70.15 34.65 2
MA 36.17 68.16 9.19 52
MA+45 37.29 72.85 10.11 58
EDS 35.60 67.55 12.45 20
EDD 40.11 83.22 10.90 9
(Overall) 36.78 10.49 141 1.32 .86
Desired curriculum/instruction BS 46.00 71.25 18.38 2
MA 45.65 69.75 7.79 51
MA+45 44.95 67.30 8.96 57
EDS 45.11 70.08 8.76 19
EDD 47.33 80.39 '7.92 9
(Overall) 45.40 8.46 138 .85 .93
06
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Appendix G (continued)
Category Education Mean
Mean
rank S.D. B X2 £
Actual pupil personnel BS 31.00
1
75.25 15.56 2
MA 28.45 70.29 6.43 51
MA+45 29.10 74.33 5.84 61
EDS 27.60 62.28 5.61 20
EDD 31.00 86.78 5.68 9
- (Overall) 28.80 6.11 143 2.55 .64
Desired pupil personnel BS 35.50 86.25 9.19 2
MA 33.02 70.89 5.11 51
MA+45 32.78 70.25 5.49 59
EDS 32.65 69.78 5.29 20
EDD 33.67 75.83 4.85 9
(Overall) 32.94 5.26 141 .44 .98
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Appendix 6 (continued)
Category Education Mean
Mean
rank S.D. a X2 E
Actual staff personnel BS 45.50 57.50 36.06 2
MA 54.08 59.11 11.10 49
MA+45 55.57 63.92 11.47 53
EDS 61.31 80.78 12.27 16
EDD 57.50 70.50 17.70 8
(Overall) 55.6B 12.35 128 4.41 .35
Desired staff personnel BS 61.50 57.75 27.58 2
MA 63.43 51.08 10.29 46
MA+45 67.65 65.00 9.62 48
EDS 69.53 72.57 10.33 15
EDD 64.75 58.31 13.84 8
(Overall) 65.96 10.65 119 6.11 .19
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Appendix G (continued)
Category Education Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n Xa B
Actual school/community BS 29.50 70.75 17.68 2
MA 29.60 69.27 7.62 48
MA+45 29.53 69.15 6.50 59
EDS 29.90 70.78 7.44 20
EDD 30.44 72.50 7.16 9
Other 37.00 115.50 0.00 1
(Overall) 29.72 7.13 139 1.36 .93
Desired school/community BS 31.50 64.25 14.85 2
MA 34.19 72.98 6.55 48
MA+45 32.77 63.59 5.63 53
EDS 32.30 61.00 5.86 20
EDD 33.33 66.06 6.25 9
Other 37.00 94.50 0.00 1
(Overall) 33.26 6.12 133 2.59 .76 193
Appendix G (continued)
Category- Education Mean
Mean
rank S.D. 33 X3 £
Actual parental involvement BS 24.00 81.50 8.49 2
MA 22.53 70.47 5.30 49
MA+45 23.08 72.22 4.62 59
EDS 20.95 62.08 7.01 20
EDD 24.33 77.83 4.00 9
Other 22.00 51.00 0.00 1
(Overall) 22.67 5.24 140 1.65 .89
Desired parental involvement BS 23.00 67.25 9.90 2
MA 24.52 70.43 , 5.02 48
MA+45 24.60 69.25 4.23 57
EDS 23.44 62.58 5.52 18
EDD 23.44 61.28 5.41 9
Other 22.00 39.50 0.00 1
(Overall) 24.30 4.79 135 1.40 .92 194
Appendix G (continued)
Category- Education Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n X* E
Actual staff development BS 17.50 68.25 17.68 2
MA 22.02 72.00 5.32 52
MA+45 22.49 77.29 5.54 59
EDS 20.70 60.92 5.12 20
EDD 21.56 65.28 3.09 9
Other 20.00 49.50 0.00 1
(Overall) 21.92 5.44 143 2.97 .71
Desired staff development BS 24.00 70.25 8.49 2
MA 24.28 72.01 4.55 50
MA+45 24.60 76.15 4.39 57
EDS 23.00 60.17 4.46 21
EDD 22.89 55.28 3.10 9
Other 20.00 27.50 0.00 1
(Overall) 24.09 4.42 140 5.00 .42 195
Appendix G (continued)
Category Education Mean
Mean
rank S.D.
Actual budget
Desired budget
BS 44.00 71.25 21.21 2
MA 43.04 71.23 13 .21 49
MA+45 41.96 66.32 11.50 57
EDS 43.05 70.32 13.90 20
EDD 41.89 70.33 13.96 9
Other 72.00 138.00 0.00 1
(Overall) 42.75 12.78 138
BS 46.50 61.75 27.58 2
MA 51.04 62.75 10.56 46
MA+45 53.77 72.04 9.41 56
EDS 50.85 61.92 8.93 20
EDD 53.44 70.00 11.34 9
Other
*
72.00 132.00 0.00 1
(Overall) 52.40 10.22 134
3.41 .64
4.72 .45 196
Appendix G (continued)
Category Education Mean
Mean
rank S.D. 2 X2 2
Actual plant management BS 35.00 75.00 26.87 2
MA 30.52 77.74 9.24 52
MA+45 27.65 66.46 8.63 57
EDS 29.53 71.66 11.56 19
EDD 23.11 46.89 8.30 9
Other 36.00 106.00 0.00 1
(Overall) 28.84 9.62 140 6.09 .30
Desired plant management BS 36.50 67.25 ' 24.75 2
MA 38.92 69.91 8.00 52
MA+45 39.35 71.45 7.83 55
EDS 39.37 71.84 6.64 19
EDD 35.67 52.78 7.16 9
Other 36.00 51.00 0.00 1
(Overall) 38.88 7.89 138 2.00 .85 197
Appendix 6 (continued)
Category Education Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n
Central Of£ice Personnel
Actual planning
Desired planning
MA 47.13 33.66 14.64 16
MA+45 45.04 28.77 11.27 24
EDS 53.00 43.67 5.57 3
EDD 47.47 33.08 11.17 19
Other 45.00 27.50 0.00 1
(Overall) 46.68 11.81 63
MA 54.94 33.84 8.77 16
MA+45 51.80 30.54 13.28 25
EDS 54.67 34.17 5.03 3
EDD 53.94 31.32 8.71 17
Other 46.00 13.00 0.00 1
(Overall) 53.24 10.57 62
2.22 .70
1.46 .83
Appendix G (continued)
Category- Education Mean
Mean
rank S.D. s Xa E
Actual policy MA 35.47 28.30 14.10 15
MA+45 37.58 31.15 13.46 26
EDS 46.50 46.13 7.59 4
EDD 41.53 35.97 12.48 19
Other 43.00 42.50 0.00 1
(Overall) 38.88 13.05 65 3.83 .43
Desired policy MA 43.67 29.33 11.53 15
MA+45 43.58 29.77 14.84 26
EDS 47.75 36.63 5.50 4
EDD 48.41 36.59 11.67 17
Other 46.00 33.50 0.00 1
(Overall) 45.21 12.66 63 2.03 .73
Appendix G (continued)
Category- Education Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n X3 E
Actual curriculum/instruction MA 34.56 30.09 12.91 16
MA+45 34.92 30.08 12.90 24
EDS 37.25 34.88 10.21 4
EDD 37.63 35.50 7.68 19
Other 58.00 62.50 0.00 1
(Overall) 36.14 11.48 64 3.83 .43
Desired curriculum/instruction MA 42.53 34.03 11.34 15
MA+45 39.52 28.91 13.60 23
EDS 39.75 31.38 11.09 4
EDD 40.42 31.34 7.55 19
Other 58.00 56.50 0.00 1
(Overall) 40.84 11.20 62 2.69 .61
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Appendix G (continued)
Category Education Mean
Mean
rank S.D. 3 X2 £
Actual pupil personnel MA 21* 25 32.75 7.94 16
MA+45 20*81 33.15 6.74 26
EDS 22*50 37.75 3.51 4
EDD 21.53 32.55 8.14 19
Other 28.00 55.50 0.00 1
(Overall) 21.33 7.20 66 1.60 .81
Desired pupil personnel MA 25.44 35.50 7.62 * 16
MA+45 22.80 29.82 8.08 25
EDS 24.00 32.25 3.16 4
EDD 24.58 34.53 8.19 19
Other 28.00 46.50 0.00 1
(Overall) 24-12 7.67 65 1.63 .80
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Appendix G (continued)
Category Education Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n X3 E
Actual staff personnel MA 45.73 28.37 16.24 15
MA+45 45.96 28.19 16.06 24
EDS 44.25 26.25 13.20 4
EDD 48.38 30.96 11.43 13
Other 55.00 43.50 0.00 1
(Overall) 46.49 14.56 57 1.14 .89
Desired staff personnel MA 57.93 31.50 10.34 14
MA+45 53.28 27.12 17.63 25
EDS 46.25 18.38 13.94 4
EDD 57.58 30.21 10.59 12
Other 64.00 41.00 0.00 1
(Overall) 55.05 14.35 56 2.92 .57
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Appendix G (continued)
Category Education Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n X2 £
Actual school/community MA 22.87 31.33 8.53 15
MA+45 23.84 33.32 9.17 25
EDS 27.50 43.13 6.25 4
EDD 22.06 29.19 8.13 18
Other 16.00 15.00 0.00 1
(Overall) 23.21 8.46 63 2.91 .57
Desired school/community MA 29.50 41.89 6.38 14
MA+45 24.68 29.58 8.67 25
EDS 28.25 39.38 5.44 4
EDD 24.37 27.68 7.64 19
Other 16.00 6.50 0.00 1
(Overall) 25.75 7.89 63 8.18 .09
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Appendix G (continued)
Category Education Mean
Mean
rank S.D. B X2 £
Actual parental involvement MA 14 .88 37.31 4.11 16
MA+45 14.23 31.10 5.46 26
EDS 17.75 50.00 4.27 4
EDD 14.16 30.03 5.82 19
Other 14.00 35.00 0.00 1
(Overall) 14.58 5.14 66 4.66 .32
Desired parental involvement MA 17.86 41.54 4.82 14
MA+45 15.42 28.92 6.77 26
EDS 17.50 41.13 4.51 4
EDD 15.05 29.13 5.47 19
Other 14.00 28.50 0.00 1
(Overall) 15.95 5.82 64 5.85 .21
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Appendix G (continued)
Category Education Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n Xa E
Actual staff development MA 21.31 35.81 7.05 16
MA+45 20.04 31.98 6.22 26
EDS 20.75 31.50 5.91 4
EDD 19.53 28.94 5.47 17
Other 28.00 57.50 0.00 1
(Overall) 20.39 6.15 64 2.98 .56
Desired staff development MA 23.27 39.07 4.10 15
MA+45 19.9S 29.02 6.41 25
EDS 20.00 27.00 6.63 4
EDD 21.11 31.82 5.94 19
Other 28.00 56.00 0.00 1
(Overall) 21.20 5.83 64 4.74 .32
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Appendix G (continued)
Category Education Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n Xa 2
Actual budget MA 37.20 29.43 19.87 15
MA+45 35.70 28.74 13.33 23
EDS 25.25 17.50 12.42 4
EDD 42.67 37.69 14.74 18
Other 44.00 40.00 0.00 1
(Overall) 37.57 15.70 61 5.63 .23
Desired budget MA 39.25 28.17 14.38 12
MA+45 41.09 28.33 16.25 23
EDS 28.50 15.25 15.00 4
EDD 44.12 33.59 11.44 17
Other 44.00 31.50 0.00 1
(Overall) 40.77 14.44 57 4.14 .39
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Appendix G (continued)
Category Education Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n X* B
Actual plant management MA 26.25 34.41 14.95 16
MA+45 22.84 30.10 12.51 25
EDS 23.00 29.88 12.52 4
EDD 25.89 35.39 12.20 18
Other 16.00 20.50 0.00 1
(Overall) 24.45 12.81 64 1.51 .82
Desired plant management MA 32.57 37.32 13.28 14
MA+45 27.12 28.76 13.65 25
EDS 24.00 24.00 12.71 4
EDD 29.56 33.42 10.46 18
Other 18.00 14.00 0.00 1
(Overall) 28.71 12.54 62 3.88 .42
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Appendix G (continued)
Category- Education Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n X2 E
School Board Chairpersons i
Actual planning BS 39.00 2.25 1.41 2
Other 48.75 4.13 9.88 4
(Overall) 45.50 9.18 6 1.38 .24
Desired planning BS 39.00 1.50 1.41 2
MA 57.00 5.00 0.00 1
Other 58.00 5.00 10.58 4
(Overall) 52.43 11.86 7 3.75 .15
Actual policy BS 33.00 1.50 0.00 1
MA 40.00 4.50 0.00 1
Other 40.75 3.75 9.29 4
(Overall) 39.33 7.84 6 l .59 .45
Appendix G (continued)
Category Education Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n X2 E
Desired policy BS 33.00 1.00 0.00 1
HA 43.00 2.00 0.00 1
Other 53.75 4.50 7.63 4
(Overall)
oin*00 10.54 6 3.57 .17
Actual curriculum/instruction
Desired curriculum/instruction
BS 49.50 6.25 4.95 2
MA 29.00 4.00 0.00 1
Other 26.75 2.88 12.89 4
(Overall) 33.57 14.36 7
BS 49.50 5.50 4.95 2
MA 36.00 2.00 0.00 1
Other 43.00 3.75 8.29 4
(Overall) 43.86 7.73 7
3.31 .19
1.88 .39
Appendix G (continued)
Category Education Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n X2 p
Actual pupil personnel BS 18.00 4.50 1.41 2
MA 21.00 6.00 0.00 1
Other 17.00 3.25 7.53 4
(Overall) 17.86 5.55 7 1.45 .49
Desired pupil personnel
Actual staff personnel
BS 18.00 3.00 1.41 2
MA 14.00 1.00 0.00 1
Other 22.50 5.25 4.65 4
(Overall) 20.00 4.76 7
BS 31.00 1.00 0.00 1
MA 42.00 4.00 0.00 1
Other 46.75 4.00 13.25 4
(Overall) 43.33 12.06 6
3.70 .16
2.14 .34
Appendix 6 (continued)
Category Education Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n
PI><!
Desired staff personnel BS 31.00 1.00 0.00 l
MA 59.00 4.00 0.00 i
Other 56.00 4.00 6.98 4
(Overall) 52.33 11.83 6 2.14 .34
Actual school/community BS 28.50 5.50 4.95 2
MA 24.00 3.00 0.00 1
Other 23.25 3.50 6.80 4
(Overall) 24.86 5.79 7 1.39 .50
Desired school/community BS 28.50 3.50 4.95 2
Other 28.50 3.50 6.03 4
(Overall) 28.50 5.17 6 .00 1.00
Appendix G (continued)
Category Education Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n X2 2
Actual parental involvement BS 9.00 2.00 4.24 2
MA 19.00 7.00 0.00 1
Other 13.25 4.25 3.10 4
(Overall) 12.86 4.38 7 3.70 .16
Desired parental involvement
Actual staff development
BS 8.50 2.00 4.95 2
MA 22.00 6.00 0.00 1
Other 15.50 4.50 6.35 4
(Overall) 14.43 6.80 7
BS 9.00 3.00 2.83 2
MA 26.00 7.00 0.00 1
Other 13.00 3.75 6.00 4
(Overall) 13.71 7.23 7
2.79
2.60
.25
.27
Appendix G (continued)
Category Education Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n X2
Desired staff development BS 10. SO 2.25 0.71 2
MA 26.00 7.00 0.00 1
Other 15.00 4.13 5.10 4
(Overall) 15.29 6.32 7 3.31 .19
Actual budget BS 39.50 2.50 3 .54 2
Other 48.00 4.00 9.27 4
(Overall) 45.17 8.57 6 .88 .35
Desired budget BS 39.50 1.50 3.54 2
Other 50.50 4.50 6.61 4
(Overall) 46.83 7.81 6 3.43 .06
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Appendix G (continued)
Category Education Mean
Mean
rank S.D. a Xa a
Actual plant management BS 33.00 2.00 4.24 2
MA 49.00 7.00 0.00 1
Other 37.50 4.25 3.70 4
(Overall) 37.86 6.20 7 3.70 .16
Desired plant management BS 33.00 1.50 4.24 2
MA 52.00 7.00 0.00 1
Other 41.00 4.50 2.16 4
(Overall) 40.29 6.80 7 4.82 .09
* E < -05.
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APPENDIX H
KRUSKAL-WALLIS ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE RESULTS 
SHOWING DIFFERENCES IN ACTUAL AND DESIRED LEVELS 
OF PARTICIPATION FOR GROUPS BY EXPERIENCE 
(AREAS WITHOUT SIGNIFICANT DIFFERENCES)
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Appendix H
Kruskal-Wallis Analysis of Variance Results Showing Differences in Actual and Desired
Levels of Participation for Groups bv Experience 
(Areas without Significant Differences)
Standard
Category Mean deviation Cases X2 Signif.
Overall Summary
Actual planning 48.54 10.62 209 8.40 .30
Desired planning 57.03 9.21 201 4.34 .74
Actual policy 39.59 11.57 212 8.95 .26
Desired policy 50.57 10.33 200 4.12 .77
Actual curriculum/instruction 36.43 10.91 210 16.97 .02*
Desired curriculum/instruction 43.78 9.72 205 11.20 .13
Actual pupil personnel 26.18 7.44 215 9.88 .20
Desired pupil personnel 29.72 7.54 211 10.17 .18
Actual staff personnel 52.56 13.74 190 9.22 .24
Desired staff personnel 62.13 13.10 179 7.37 .39
Actual school/community 27.66 8.06 207 3.24 .86
Appendix H (continued)
Category Mean
Standard
deviation Cases X2 Signif.
Desired school/community 30.80 7.53 201 6.44 .49
Actual parental involvement 19.86 6.52 211 2.07 .96
Desired parental involvement 21.32 6.57 204 5.40 .61
Actual staff development 21.20 5.91 212 10.48 .16
Desired staff development 22.89 5.39 209 9.82 .20
Actual budget 41.22 13.83 203 3.83 .80
Desired budget 48.75 12.66 195 3.89 .79
Actual plant management 27.85 11.09 209 6.04 .54
Desired plant management 35.89 10.63 206 1.83 .97
* < .05.
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Appendix H (continued)
Category
Years of 
experience Mean
Mean
rank S .D. n
Actual planning
Desired planning
Principals
< 5 41.00 46.13 14.72 4
6-10 36.00 20.25 11.31 2
11-15 48.06 64.00 8.61 17
16-20 50.84 75.11 10.43 32
21-25 49.67 71.07 8.61 36
26-30 49.84 71.19 10.86 31
31-40 50.62 79.69 10.47 13
Over 40 49.80 70.40 6.53 5
(Overall) 49.43 9.94 140
< 5 54.00 47.67 11.79 3
6-10 58.00 77.33 17.44 3
11-15 56.79 56.07 8.13 14
16-20 60.27 72.00 7.11 30
21-25 60.97 75.26 7.63 35
26-30 57.41 57.71 7.59 29
31-40 59.38 65.00 6.47 13
Over 40 58.40 61.10 6.19 5
(Overall) 59.11 7.75 132
6.06 .53
6.13 .52
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Appendix H (continued)
Category
Actual policy
Desired policy
Years of 
experience Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n
< 5 39.50 61.88 16.34 4
6-10 25.33 14.83 5.03 3
11-15 39.82 70.15 10.50 17
16-20 39.07 70.88 10.29 29
21-25 40.56 74.40 9.65 39
26-30 40.29 73.27 12.33 31
31-40 42.31 78.00 11.69 13
Over 40 36.80 56.80 13.59 5
(Overall) 39.78 10.97 141
< 5 54.00 67.13 8.37 4
6-10 45.67 41.67 12.67 3
11-15 52.21 58.43 6.41 14
16-20 52.96 66.30 8.40 28
21-25 52.62 62.88 8.24 37
26-30 53.45 67.29 7.46 29
31-40 57.27 85.77 6.44 11
Over 40 54.60 71.30 8.08 5
(Overall) 53.18 7.87 131
E
7.24 .40
5.17 .64 219
Appendix H (continued)
Years of 
Category experience Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n X2 £
Actual curriculum/instruction < 5 32.50 50.75 19.10 4
6-10 24.67 33.17 14.50 3
11-15 36.50 67.75 8.28 16
16-20 36.32 68.53 10.26 31
21-25 36.78 70.93 11.17 37
26-30 39.80 81.77 10.06 30
31-40 36.36 67.89 9.70 14
Over 40 31.50 47.75 1.29 4
(Overall) 36.71 10.52 139 7.37 .39
Desired curriculum/instruction < 5 45.25 65.75 10.01 4
6-10 37.67 30.33 5.03 3
11-15 46.63 73.53 6.85 16
16-20 45.47 70.90 8.73 30
21-25 45.73 70.35 8.32 37
26-30 45.48 69.95 8.89 29
31-40 43.85 61.77 9.28 13
Over 40 43.00 56.00 10.86 4
(Overall) 45.27 8.44 136 4.12 .77 220
Appendix H (continued)
Category
Actual pupil personnel
Desired pupil personnel
Years of 
experience Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n
< 5 26.00 43.88 10.68 4
6-10 27.67 64.00 7.09 3
11-15 28.60 68.13 6.62 15
16-20 28.23 68.76 5.13 31
21-25 28.18 66.31 5.81 40
26-30 31.13 86.82 6.03 30
31-40 28.71 73.57 7.53 14
Over 40 28.00 69.00 5.20 5
(Overall) 28.83 6.13 142
< 5 32.50 63.13 6.86 4
6-10 32.33 63.00 2.89 3
11-15 33.40 73.87 6.17 15
16-20 32.13 65.15 5.35 30
21-25 32.18 63.80 4.57 38
26-30 34.03 78.97 5.34 30
31-40 32.57 69.68 6.05 14
Over 40 35.60 91.41 4.45 5
(Overall) 32.88 5.24 139
7.01 .43
4.60 .71 221
Appendix H (continued)
Category
Actual staff personnel
Desired staff personnel
Years of 
experience Mean
Mean
rank S.D. a
< 5 46.00 37.00 16.95 4
6-10 42.33 36.17 19.50 3
11-15 55.80 63.23 10.67 15
16-20 54.63 61.26 13.41 27
21-25 56.97 68.28 11.83 32
26-30 57.59 66.67 12.32 29
31-40 58.25 71.50 10.28 12
Over 40 54.80 58.50 7.60 5
(Overall) 55.82 12.30 127
< 5 58.25 36.25 15.22 4
6-10 53.33 22.50 10.26 3
11-15 66.36 60.61 12.36 14
16-20 65.56 58.28 11.38 25
21-25 66.74 61.18 9.35 31
26-30 67.93 65.87 10.19 27
31-40 65.36 57.82 10.62 11
Over 40 67.67 64.00 6.03 3
(Overall) 65.98 10.69 118
E
5.22 .S3
6.50 .48 222
Appendix H (continued)
Category-
Actual school/community
Desired school/community
Years of 
experience Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n
< 5 26.00 47.50 11.05 4
6-10 31.00 79.00 12.29 3
11-15 29.29 66.64 8.57 14
16-20 31.16 76.66 6.19 31
21-25 28.79 62.51 7.22 39
26-30 30.33 71.78 7.12 30
31-40 30.00 69.64 5.81 11
Over 40 30.20 71.80 3.96 5
(Overall) 29.83 7.07 137
< 5 31.50 54.38 7.19 4
6-10 32.67 67.33 10.41 3
11-15 32.64 65.89 8.27 14
16-20 34.87 75.94 5.59 31
21-25 31.89 56.90 5.73 35
26-30 33.89 69.43 6.05 28
31-40 33.08 63.79 5.42 12
Over 40 35.00 76.20 3.94 5
(Overall) 33.33 6.10 132
X2
3.79 .80
5.07 .65 223
Appendix H (continued)
Category
Actual parental involvement
Desired parental involvement
Years of 
experience Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n
< 5 19.25 44.75 7.18 4
6-10 23.67 81.17 4.93 3
11-15 22.20 63.97 5.45 15
16-20 23.42 74.34 4.67 31
21-25 22.17 67.04 6.03 36
26-30 22.51 68.34 5.58 31
31-40 24.38 80.38 3.55 13
Over 40 22.60 65.50 3.91 5
(Overall) 22.70 5.27 138
< 5 21.50 45.75 6.03 4
6-10 23.00 59.67 6.08 3
11-15 23.87 63.37 5.07 15
16-20 25.24 72.09 3.38 29
21-25 23.82 64.75 5.59 34
26-30 24.53 69.33 4.75 30
31-40 24.23 68.35 5.61 13
Over 40 25.00 67.60 1.58 5
(Overall) 24.29 4.78 133
X2
3.73 .81
2.22 .95 224
Appendix H (continued)
Category
Actual staff development
Desired staff development
Years of 
experience Mean
Mean
rank S.D. Q
< 5 20.50 57.50 6.61 4
6-10 18.67 68.83 11.85 3
11-15 22.56 75.34 5.39 16
16-20 21.35 65.37 5.70 39
21-25 21.23 65.67 5.29 39
26-30 22.97 78.12 5.20 30
31-40 22.31 73.00 5.04 13
Over 40 25.20 97.80 2.17 5
(Overall) 21.94 5.45 141
< 5 23.00 53.13 4.97 4
6-10 24.33 71.67 6.03 3
11-15 23.94 69.25 5.14 16
16-20 24.14 67.95 4.02 29
21-25 23.27 62.18 4.45 37
26-30 25.23 79.87 4.12 30
31-40 23.43 66.43 5.26 14
Over 40 26.20 89.30 2.17 5
(Overall) 24.09 4.42 138
5.02 .66
5.14 .64 225
Appendix H (continued)
Category
Actual budget
Desired budget
Years of 
experience Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n
< 5 38.75 63.38 22.82 4
6-10 45.50 73.25 23.33 2
11-15 44.69 75.69 9.75 16
16-20 43.45 70.87 13.80 31
21-25 42.50 66.63 11.50 36
26-30 42.10 67.19 14.20 29
31-40 43.77 72.23 13.20 13
Over 40 36.40 44.40 9.56 5
(Overall) 42.72 12.87 136
< 5 44.75 41.38 14.27 4
6-10 39.00 28.50 16.97 2
11-15 52.36 64.96 7.78 14
16-20 52.97 68.52 10.06 30
21-25 52.57 68.19 9.07 35
26-30 53.10 70.12 11.58 30
31-40 55.00 74.46 11.50 12
Over 40 46.40 41.40 6.39 5
(Overall) 52.30 10.27 132
X3
2.84 .90
6.83 .45 226
Appendix H (continued)
Category
Actual plant management
Desired plant management
Years of 
experience Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n
< 5 31.75 71.38 16.46 4
6-10 22.67 44.50 15.14 3
11-15 30.00 74.26 9.02 17
16-20 29.27 72.57 9.60 30
21-25 25.97 57.38 9.33 36
26-30 29.67 73.60 10.08 30
31-40 31.77 82.08 8.62 13
Over 40 29.60 78.40 4.04 5
(Overall) 28.76 9.67 138
< 5 37.00 53.25 11.83 4
6-10 28.67 31.50 11.24 3
11-15 37.65 59.88 8.04 17
16-20 38.23 67.75 5.88 30
21-25 38.57 68.21 8.77 35
26-30 41.13 80.23 6.88 30
31-40 40.15 72.42 9.56 13
Over 40 39.00 71.80 6.28 5
(Overall) 38.85 7.90 137
E
6.77 .45
6.79 .45 227
Appendix H (continued)
Category
Years of Mean
experience Mean rank
Central Office Personnel
Actual planning
Desired planning
6-10 38.00 15.00
11-15 36.00 13.00
16-20 34.63 15.31
21-25 49.00 35.53
26-30 50.13 36.75
31-40 49.00 36.00
Over 40 49.50 36.25
(Overall) 46.68
6-10 44.00 9.00
11-15 46.67 19.17
16-20 49.50 22.25
21-25 54.89 34.81
26-30 55.33 35.37
31-40 52.67 32.10
Over 40 56.50 35.00
(Overall) 53.24
S.D. n X2 £
0.00 1
5.57 3
11.45 8
10.17 9
11.42 16
11.32 14
14.85 2
11.81 63
0.00 1
7.09 3
5.81 8
11.97 18
9.62 15
12.00 15
16.26 2
10.57 62
13.28 .04*
6.46 .37
kj
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Appendix H (continued)
Category
Years of 
experience Mean
Mean
rank S.D.
Actual policy
Desired policy
6-10 15.00 3.00 0.00 1
11-15 31.33 19.00 2.52 3
16-20 31.13 22.44 13.81 8
21-25 42.11 38.26 11.78 19
26-30 40.94 34.72 13.51 16
31-40 39.19 33.72 13.51 16
Over 40 43.50 41.75 6.36 2
(Overall) 38.88 13.05 65
6-10 31.00 9.50 0.00 1
11-15 40.33 21.17 4.93 3
16-20 45.29 31.07 8.24 7
21-25 48.47 37.18 12.92 19
26-30 45.80 32.70 13 .27 15
31-40 41.94 28.03 14.71 16
Over 40 50.00 40.00 8.49 2
(Overall) 45.21 12.66 63
8.72 .19
5.26 .51
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Appendix H (continued)
Years of 
Category experience Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n X3 E
Actual curriculum/instruction 6-10 10.00 1.00 0.00 1
11-15 25.00 15.50 12.49 3
16-20 35.88 31.50 12.96 8
21-25 40.22 39.22 11.98 18
26-30 38.29 35.32 8.90 17
31-40 32.93 27.13 10.41 15
Over 40 36.00 33.50 2.83 2
(Overall) 36.14 11.48 64 9.39 .15
Desired curriculum/instruction 6-10 22.00 4.00 0.00 1
11-15 37.50 25.25 4.95 2
16-20 42.63 33.88 10.06 8
21-25 43.89 37.53 10.55 18
26-30 42.44 32.47 11.27 16
31-40 35.60 23.17 12.11 15
Over 40 45.50 42.50 0.71 2
(Overall) 40.84 11.20 62 8.72 .19
230
Appendix H (continued)
Category
Actual pupil personnel
Desired pupil personnel
Years of 
experience Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n
6-10 7.00 1.50 0.00 1
11-15 21.67 37.83 1.15 3
16-20 19.38 26.00 8.62 8
21-25 23.68 39.95 7.27 19
26-30 21.59 35.21 6.37 17
31-40 20.13 29.00 7.63 16
Over 40 21.00 33.25 1.41 2
(Overall) 21.33 7.20 66
6-10 14.00 7.50 0.00 1
11-15 22.33 27.17 3.79 3
16-20 25.50 36.13 8.93 8
21-25 26.74 40.08 6.80 19
26-30 23.69 31.72 7.98 16
31-40 21.06 24.75 7.84 16
Over 40 29.50 51.00 2.12 2
(Overall) 24.12 7.67 65
X2
7.37 .29
9.95 .13
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Appendix H (continued)
Category
Actual staff personnel
Desired staff personnel
Years of 
experience Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n
6-10 29.00 6.00 0.00 1
11-15 49.33 33.00 3.51 3
16-20 38.83 23.08 17.03 6
21-25 46.81 29.28 12.56 16
26-30 46.67 27.43 16.45 15
31-40 49.13 32.53 15.59 15
Over 40 54.00 41.50 0.00 1
(Overall) 46.49 14.56 57
6-10 47.00 13.00 0.00 1
11-15 53.50 23.75 9.19 2
16-20 56.14 29.64 7.69 7
21-25 56.81 30.94 13.84 16
26-30 52.57 25.43 15.23 14
31-40 55.27 29.33 18.41 15
Over 40 62.00 37.00 0.00 1
(Overall) 55.05 14.35 56
4.25 .64
2.28 .89
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Appendix H (continued)
Category
Actual school/community
Desired school/community
Years of 
experience Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n
6-10 22.00 33.00 0.00 1
11-15 17.50 19.50 4.95 2
16-20 17.88 19.75 9.63 8
21-25 24.11 34.17 7.36 18
26-30 24.19 33.66 8.34 16
31-40 24.44 35.13 9.12 16
Over 40 25.00 35.25 14.14 2
(Overall) 23.21 8.46 63
6-10 22.00 24.50 0.00 1
11-15 21.00 19.50 0.00 1
16-20 25.38 29.06 9.33 8
21-25 25.37 31.53 8.13 19
26-30 25.69 32.09 6.62 16
31-40 26.69 34.88 8.84 16
Over 40 28.00 34.50 12.73 2
(Overall) 25.75 7.89 63
X2 E>
S.43 .49
1.29 .97
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Appendix H (continued)
Years of Mean
Category experience Mean rank S.D. a X2 p
Actual parental involvement
Desired parental involvement
6-10 7.00 3.00 0.00 1
11-15 13.00 28.00 2.65 3
16-20 12.38 24.63 4.44 8
21-25 15.00 35.42 4.77 19
26-30 14.35 30.91 5.44 17
31-40 16.25 41.50 5.63 16
Over 40 14.00 32.25 7.07 2
(Overall) 14.58 5.14 66
6-10 9.00 5.50 0.00 1
11-15 12.50 23.75 6.36 2
16-20 17.00 34.13 7.03 8
21-25 16.21 33.32 5.62 19
26-30 15.31 29.03 6.33 16
31-40 16.75 37.22 5.43 16
Over 40 15.00 30.50 5.66 2
(Overall) 15.95 5.82 64
7.84 ,25
4.30 .64
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Appendix H (continued)
Category
Actual staff development
Desired staff development
Years of 
experience Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n
6-10 12.00 6.00 0.00 1
11-15 22.00 35.83 4.36 3
16-20 19.25 30.50 7.42 8
21-25 21.33 34.83 4.27 18
26-30 20.88 32.56 6.17 16
31-40 19.13 30.06 7.74 16
Over 40 24.50 46.75 3.54 2
(Overall) 20.39 6.15 64
6-10 13.00 5.50 0.00 1
11-15 20.00 24.00 1.41 2
16-20 23.88 40.50 4.22 8
21-25 22.68 36.95 3.76 19
26-30 20.88 30.66 5.73 16
31-40 18.69 26.25 8.01 16
Over 40 24.50 45.00 3.54 2
(Overall) 21.20 5.83 64
X2 S
3.97 .68
7.99 .24
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Appendix H (continued)
Years of Mean
Category experience Mean rank S.D.
Actual budget
Desired budget
6-10 48.00 46.00
oo
*
o
1
11-15 35.67 31.00 8.51 3
16-20 31.63 25.50 13.56 8
21-25 41.78 36.64 12.01 18
26-30 31.53 23.60 16.89 15
31-40 41.64 34.54 18.83 14
Over 40 38.00 29.50 28.28 2
(Overall) 37.57 15.70 61
6-10 48.00 40.00 0.00 1
11-15 33.00 20.50 8.49 2
16-20 46.14 33.86 13.57 7
21-25 43.29 32.47 11.69 17
26-30 35.00 22.44 14.92 16
31-40 42.17 30.29 16.99 12
Over 40 42.50 30.25 27.58 2
(Overall) 40.77 14.44 57
S.79 .34
4.90 .56
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Appendix H (continued)
Years of Mean
Category experience Mean rank S.D. a Xa
Actual plant management
Desired plant management
6-10 24.00 36.50 0.00 1
11-15 17.00 23.17 3.00 3
16-20 18.50 22.94 9.97 8
21-25 24.94 35.72 9.96 18
26-30 23.63 30.94 13.17 16
31-40 28.63 36.72 16.23 16
Over 40 28.50 32.50 24.75 2
(Overall) 24.45
•
12.81 64
6-10 27.00 30.00 0.00 1
11-15 17.00 13.00 0.00 1
16-20 29.13 31.50 12.96 8
21-25 30.05 35.16 9.41 19
26-30 24.44 24.53 11.99 16
31-40 31.53 34.63 16.34 15
Over 40 34.00 39.00 16.97 2
(Overall) 28.71 12.54 62
4.39 .62
5.04 .54
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Appendix H (continued)
Category
Years of 
experience Mean
Mean
rank S.D. a X2 E
School Board Chairpersons
Actual planning < 5 49.00 3.83 14.93 3
16-20 39.00 2.25 1.41 2
31-40 59.00 5.00 0.00 1
(Overall) 47.33 12.09 6 1.68 .43
Desired planning < 5 55.33 4.67 9.45 3
6-10 57.00 5.00 0.00 1
16-20 39.00 1.50 1.41 2
31-40 60.00 6.00 0.00 1
(Overall) 51.57 10.33 7 4.04 .26
Actual policy < 5 43.00 3.50 8.89 3
6-10 40.00 3.50 0.00 1
16-20 33.00 1.00 0.00 1
31-40 54.00 6.00 0.00 1
(Overall) 42.67 8.80 6 3.68 .30 238
Appendix H (continued)
Years of 
Category experience Mean
Mean
rank S.D. D X2 E
Desired policy < 5 53.00 4.00 2.65 3
6-10 43.00 2.00 0.00 1
16-20 33.00 1.00 0.00 1
31-40 63.00 6.00 0.00 1
(Overall) 49.67 10.46 6 4.43 .22
Actual curriculum/instruction < 5 20.33 2.00 1.53 3
6-10 29.00 4.00 0.00 1
16-20 49.50 6.25 4.95 2
31-40 46.00 5.50 0.00 1
(Overall) 33.57 14.36 7 5.32 .15
Desired curriculum/instruction < S 33.00 3.00 17.35 3
6-10 36.00 2.00 0.00 1
16-20 49.50 5.50 4.95 2
31-40 52.00 6.00 0.00 1
(Overall) 40.86 13.59 7 3.32 .34
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Appendix H (continued)
Category
Years of 
experience Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n X2 E
Actual pupil personnel < 5 14.00 2.00 2.65 3
6-10 21.00 6.00 0.00 1
16-20 18.00 4.50 1.41 2
31-40 28.00 7.00 0.00 1
(Overall) 18.14 5.37 7 5.46 .14
Desired pupil personnel < 5 18.00 3.83 4.00 3
6-10 14.00 1.50 0.00 1
16-20 18.00 4.00 1.41 2
31-40 29.00 7.00 0.00 1
(Overall) 19.00 5.23 7 3.35 .34
Actual staff personnel < 5 38.00 3.33 5.00 3
6-10 42.00 4.00 0.00 1
16-20 31.00 1.00 0.00 1
31-40 60.00 6.00 0.00 1
(Overall) 41.17 10.38 6 3.67 .30 240
Appendix H (continued)
Category
Years of 
experience Mean
Mean
rank S.D. 21 X2 E
Desired staff personnel < 5 50.00 2.50 4.95 2
6-10 59.00 4.00 0.00 1
16-20 31.00 1.00 0.00 1
31-40 62.00 5.00 0.00 1
(Overall) 50.60 12.34 5 3.80 .28
Actual school/community < 5 22.00 2.67 7.55 3
6-10 24.00 3.00 0.00 1
16-20 28.50 5.50 4.95 2
31-40 30.00 6.00 0.00 1
(Overall) 25.29 6.00 7 3.18 .36
Desired school/community < 5 26.67 2.83 5.86 3
16-20 28.50 4.00 4.95 2
31-40 31.00 4.50 0.00 1
(Overall) 28.00 4.65 6 .83 .66
Appendix H (continued)
Category
Years of 
experience Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n X3
Actual parental involvement < 5 14.33 4.33 6.11 3
6-10 19.00 6.00 0.00 1
16-20 9.00 2.00 4.24 2
31-40 16.00 5.00 0.00 1
(Overall) 13.71 5.35 7 2.86 .41
Desired parental involvement < 5 14.33 4.00 6.11 3
6-10 22.00 7.00 0.00 1
16-20 8.50 2.00 4.95 2
31-40 16.00 5.00 0.00 1
(Overall) 14.00 6.16 7 3.86 .2B
Actual staff development < 5 10.00 3.00 7.23 3
6-10 26.00 7.00 0.00 1
16-20 9.00 3.00 2.83 2
31-40 22.00 6.00 0.00 1
(Overall) 13.71 7.23 7 4.15 .25 242
Appendix H (continued)
Category
Years of 
experience Mean
Mean
rank S.D. B Xa £
Desired staff development < 5 11.00 3.00 1.73 3
6-10 26.00 7.00 0.00 1
16-20 10.50 3.00 0.71 2
31-40 22.00 6.00 0.00 1
(Overall) 14.57 6.63 7 4. IS .25
Actual budget < 5 43.33 3.33 7.61 3
16-20 39.50 2.50 3.54 2
31-40 57.00 6.00 0.00 1
(Overall) 44.33 7.61 6 2.45 .29
Desired budget < 5 47.67 4.00 5.03 3
16-20 39.50 1.50 3.54 2
31-40 57.00 6.00 0.00 1
(Overall) 46.50 7.42 6 4.29 .12
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Appendix H (continued)
Category
Years of 
experience Mean
Mean
rank S.D. n Xa B
Actual plant management < 5 43.00 4.67 9.54 3
S-10 49.00 6.00 0.00 1
16-20 33.00 1.50 4.24 2
31-40 42.00 5.00 0.00 1
(Overall) 40.86 8.21 7 4.04 .26
Desired plant management < 5 44.67 5.00 8.14 3
6-10 52.00 6.00 0.00 1
16-20 33.00 1.50 4.24 2
31-40 40.00 4.00 0.00 1
(Overall) 41.71 8.54 7 4.18 .24
* < .05.
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VITA
Personal Data:
Education:
Experience 
Teaching:
Experience in 
Admini s trat ion;
License and
Certification
Areas:
DONALD ALLEN ROGERS
Date of Birth; January 22, 1948 
Place of Birth: Washington County,
Tennessee 
Marital Status: Married
Public Schools, Washington County and 
Unicoi County, Tennessee
East Tennessee State University, Johnson 
City, Tennessee; business management, 
B.S., 1974
East Tennessee State University, Johnson 
City, Tennessee; educational 
administration and supervision, M.A., 
1977
East Tennessee State University, Johnson 
City, Tennessee; Educational Specialist, 
1979
East Tennessee State University, Johnson 
City, Tennessee; educational 
administration and supervision, Ed.D,, 
1994
5th through 8th grades, Flag Pond, Rock 
Creek, and Temple Hill Elementary 
Schools, Unicoi County Schools, Erwin, 
Tennessee, 1974-1980
Principal, Temple Hill Elementary, Erwin, 
Tennessee, 1976-1979 
Tennessee Instructional Model instructor, 
Unicoi County, 1985 
Principal, Evans Elementary, Erwin, 
Tennessee, 1980-1990 
Principal, Unicoi County Middle School, 
Erwin, Tennessee, 1991-1994 
1991-1994
Career Ladder III, Administrator, 1985
Principalship K-8
Superintendent
Elementary Teacher 1-9
Business Mathematics
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Honors and 
Awards:
Service 
Organizations:
Business English 
Business Law 
Business Machines 
Government 
Economics
Meritorious Mast, United States Marine 
Corps, 1969 
Honorable Discharge, United States Marine 
Corps, 1973 
Phi Delta Kappa, Delta Sigma Pi, ETSU 
Delta Sigma Pi, Chancellor, ETSU, 1974 
Erwin Shrine Club, president, 1985 
Lifetime PTA Award, 1990 
First District Principals' Study Council, 
secretary, 1994 
Tennessee Middle School, Principal of the 
Year, 1994
Kiwanis Club of Erwin 
Shrine Club of Unicoi County 
Masonic Lodge of Erwin 
York Rite of Johnson City 
Scottish Rite of Knoxville 
Jericho Shrine Temple, Kingsport 
Gideons, Erwin Camp
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